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THE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK
Wednesday, November 28, 2001

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE,

WASHINGTON, D.C.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m., in Room 311,
Cannon House Office Building, the Honorable Jim Saxton, Chairman of
the Committee, presiding.

Present: Representatives Saxton, Ryan, Smith, Dunn, Putnam, and
Maloney.  Senators Bennett, Reed, Sarbanes, and Corzine.

Staff Present: Chris Frenze, Bob Keleher, Darryl Evans, Colleen J.
Healy, Brian Higginbotham, Patricia Ruggles, Matthew Salomon, Daphne
Clones-Federing, and Diane Rogers.

OPENING STATEMENT OF
REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON, CHAIRMAN

Representative Saxton.  We are going to begin right on time despite
the fact that not all our Members are here yet.  Let me just say at the
outset that the House will have a series of votes at 10 o'clock, which will
last approximately a half hour, and so we will unfortunately need to have
a brief recess at that time. 

So we will get started here this morning, and let me just begin by
saying it is a pleasure to welcome Chairman Hubbard before the Joint
Economic Committee (JEC) to testify on the economic outlook of our
country.  We appreciate your appearance here today, Dr. Hubbard, and
look forward to hearing your testimony. 

According to the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER),
data following the terrorist attacks indicate that the weak economy had
slipped into a recession earlier this year.  Even before the events of
September 11, the available economic data indicate that the economic
slowdown that began in the middle of 2000 continued in 2001.  The rate
of real gross domestic product (GDP) growth has slowed quite sharply
since the second quarter of 2000, actually falling in the third quarter of
this year.  The manufacturing sector has been hit hard, losing over a
million jobs since July of 2000.  Investment growth has fallen over the
last several quarters and corporate profits are quite weak. 

On the other hand, housing and consumer spending have held up
fairly well.  In addition, since last January, the Fed has reduced interest
rates 10 times.  Congress has lowered the tax drag on the economy with
some tax reductions, and energy prices are declining.  Many economists
had expected these factors to lead to an economic rebound in the last half
of 2001, but the attacks have led them to forecast a delay in the recovery.

Financial markets and the economy have been disrupted by terrorist
attacks.  The attacks have increased uncertainty and caused a widespread
revaluation of risk and security.  Delays and higher shipping costs in air
and ground transport, additional inventory and insurance costs, higher
expenses for security personnel and equipment, fortification of buildings
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and facilities and other measures will have the effect of imposing
something like a “security tax” on an already vulnerable economy.  I note
that we will hear more about the “security tax,” which is also called a
terrorist tax, later from several of our witnesses.  This burden will
undermine the economy in the short run and could tend to adversely
affect both productivity growth and the economy's potential growth rate.

Although the precise amount of the extra burden imposed by these
security costs is not known, it appears to be large, and, unfortunately,
growing by the day.  Over the last several months, private sector
economists have begun to consider this cost issue and its potential impact
on an already weak economy.  A logical policy response would be to
offset these costs by relieving some of the tax burden on the private
sector.  Measures to reduce the cost of capital and address the sharp
declines in business investment are particularly needed. 

Monetary policy has addressed the economic situation with an easing
that began last January.  The Fed's policy moves so far this year have
certainly provided economic stimulus, but the lags in monetary policy are
long and variable.  Given the lack of inflation pressures, prudent action
by the Federal Reserve could also contribute to an improving economic
outlook.  However, measures to offset the security tax and improve
incentives for work and investment are urgently needed to boost the
economy. 

Thank you, and at this point I will turn to Senator Reed for his
opening statement. 
[The prepared statement of Representative Saxton appears in the
Submissions for the Record on page 48.]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF
SENATOR JACK REED, VICE CHAIRMAN

Senator Reed.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  Welcome,
Chairman Hubbard.  Thank you, Chairman Saxton, for this opportunity
to discuss and debate our economic outlook and to examine which
policies are appropriate for dealing with our current economic situation.
I also want to thank Chairman Hubbard and the distinguished economists
who will follow him for coming to testify before us today. 

Two days ago, the National Bureau of Economic Research declared
that this Country's longest economic expansion on record came to an end
back in March and that we have been in a recession since then.  Of
course, it was pretty clear before the NBER made it official that we had
entered a period of slow economic growth, which was aggravated by the
terrorist attacks on September 11. 

The task before us as policymakers is to make the right decisions to
get the economy out of this recession quickly and put us back on the path
of strong and sustainable growth.  Monetary policy is already doing its
part, and we took some steps immediately after the attacks to increase
funding for fighting terrorism, address the needs of the areas most
affected by the attacks, and maintain a viable airline industry.  Yet most
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economists say that the economy could use a further fiscal boost,
provided – and this is very important – provided it is quick and effective.

A poorly designed fiscal policy could be a waste of valuable
resources or it could even be counterproductive.  As I urged in our
October hearing with Federal Reserve Chairman Greenspan, a fiscal
stimulus package is only a good idea to the extent that it has a maximum
impact in the short run and does not undermine long-term fiscal
discipline. 

We must not let the recession be an excuse to promote changes in
taxes and spending that erode budget surpluses for years to come.  Such
an outcome would very likely produce higher interest rates that would
discourage investment.  This would not only limit the amount of stimulus
in the short run, it would also weaken our long-term growth prospects. 

I also doubt that tax cuts are the most effective way to stimulate the
economy.  To be effective in stimulating new investment, business tax
cuts must be sharply focused on the investment decision and must be
limited to only a short amount of time.  This hardly seems to be the case
with the corporate alternative minimum tax (AMT), especially the
proposal by the House to provide rebates on past corporate AMT
payments.  Only about a quarter of taxpayers would benefit from
accelerating income tax rate cuts, and these are upper income taxpayers
who are less likely than others to spend most of their tax savings. 

Permanent tax cuts also represent a permanent commitment of federal
budget resources at a time when the tremendous budgetary pressures
associated with the retirement of the baby boomers are less than a decade
away. 

I am puzzled by the claim that tax cuts are stimulative but
government spending is not.  There are many worthy public investments
that would contribute directly to GDP while addressing needs that would
go unfulfilled if left to the private sector; for example, strengthening our
public health system, our transportation systems and our security systems.
And the primary effect of getting money into the hands of lower income
households either through tax rebates or expanded unemployment
benefits would be to boost consumption spending.  People who have lost
their jobs and have trouble making ends meet are the ones to target if the
goal is to get the most bang for the buck out of our stimulus policies. 

Mr. Chairman, I am looking forward to the testimony and discussion
with Chairman Hubbard and the other distinguished economists at this
hearing.  I hope we can clarify some of these issues and contribute to the
development of a stimulus package that gets the economy back on track
as quickly and effectively as possible.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Senator Reed appears in the Submissions for
the Record on page 50.]

Representative Saxton.  Senator Reed, thank you very much. 
Chairman Hubbard, we are anxious to hear your testimony this

morning, and if you would like to take whatever time you need to share
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your perspective with us on the economy, we would appreciate it.  The
floor is yours, Mr. Chairman. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF
DR. R. GLENN HUBBARD, CHAIRMAN,

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS
Dr. Hubbard.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and Senator

Reed.  You have my prepared testimony.  What I would like to do is
spend a few moments with you talking about the outlook for the economy
really in three parts: first, the outlook for the near term, which I think both
of you emphasized in your opening statements; second, a discussion you
both again teed up very well on the outlook for public policy and
so-called stimulus package; and third to return to the long-term and ask
what the outlook is for the long-term in the U.S. and how public policy
might affect that outlook. 

As an economist, I always go back to supply and demand.  When
looking at the current state of the economy, it is useful to organize our
thinking and discussion around supply conditions – that is, the capacity
of the economy to produce goods and services – and demand conditions,
the ability and the willingness of households and businesses and
governments to purchase those services. 

The supply shock consequences, if you will, of the attacks of
September 11 certainly had significant negative effects on growth rates
in the third quarter and also quite significant effects on the fourth quarter
of this year.  On the demand side, the attacks and their potential
repercussions had effects which are perhaps longer-lasting and more
uncertain; that is, effects on household and business confidence about the
future, and translate that into household and business willingness to spend
and invest.  To the extent that those confidence effects prove substantial,
the attacks shift our focus somewhat away from simply thinking about
transfers toward buttressing confidence of households to make purchases
out of dollars they might receive. 

To begin with the outlook: the most recent Blue Chip consensus
forecast for the private sector indicate a GDP growth rebound in 2002
with a very modest beginning in the year, with growth about a half of a
percent in the first quarter, 2.6 percent in the second quarter, and then 3.9
percent about the likely potential growth for the economy by the second
half of 2002. 

I should note that even with that sort of recovery, the unemployment
rate is likely to continue to rise throughout 2002.  If one peels back, if you
will, the assumptions behind forecasts that are in the private sector, some
of which you will hear more about later in your hearing, I think there is
an implicit current decline in confidence that is followed by a pretty rapid
rebound in confidence. 

Much of the recent attention, as you noted, Mr. Chairman, has
focused on the United States having entered a recession, at least as
defined in the November 26 announcement by the National Bureau of
Economic Research, identifying March of this year as the cyclical peak
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for the economy.  As an economist sitting before you also in a policy
capacity, I would argue with you that this announcement is less important
as an historical record than it is in stressing the need to look forward and
anticipate the past for economic policy that is best able to facilitate the
economy's return to potential growth. 

Let me spend a moment on the mechanics of how such a recovery
might take place.  I think the key factors are growth in business
investment and the strength of personal consumption expenditures.  Even
if we change no other aspect of economic performance, simply having
investment decline at a slower rate would yield substantially higher GDP
growth.  That is the first component of mechanics of what will bring
about a recovery. 

Second, a return of consumption growth to levels more familiar in
2000 would be the piece that cements the recovery.  Even that kind of
mechanical observation I think places the emphasis where we need it for
policy on business investment and on consumer spending.  It is not
necessary to have an immediate robust rebound in investment to have
more rapid growth.  Simply slowing the decline or even stopping it would
contribute greatly, and I offer in the testimony for you, and won't bore
you with them here, some numerical calculations in that regard. 

I did, however, I want to emphasize one point that I think has
surfaced and to my mind is overplayed, and that is the notion that there
is a significant capital overhang that both serves as a barrier to the
recovery and the barrier to public policies towards business investment.
I think that is unduly pessimistic.  I think there are sectors in the economy
for which that is true – telecommunications comes to mind – but in
general I don't think an overhang persists. 

Why am I suspicious of this alleged barrier to the recovery and to
investment incentives?  First, it is important to ask ourselves what exactly
is this capital overhang that economists discuss.  It is really just a
difference between the capital stock that the economy has actually at a
point in time and the capital stock the businesspeople feel is desirable
given what they see in terms of demand conditions now and in the future
in the economy. 

Suppose for example that rapid economic growth in the late 1990s
implied that at the close of the decade, say in 1999, we had it just about
right, as businesspeople were holding the right amount of capital stock,
but suddenly we saw a growth slowdown commencing in 2000.  For
example, the capital stock in 2000 grew at a rate of about 4.2 percent.  We
knew there had been a slowdown, ex post, there had been a slowdown in
growth and we might have had a capital overhang of $100 billion at that
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Now this baseline forecast that I have offered to you corresponds
roughly to the consensus of private forecasters.  However, I would note
an important point that is a good segue to discussing the stimulus
package.  Those forecasts, like all these economists offer you (at least
when economists are being honest with you) are associated with
considerable ranges of uncertainty, and the uncertainty in the range of the
Blue Chip forecast we are seeing right now are indeed quite striking, and
that range suggests the need to think very seriously about downside risks
and policies that would address the source of the economy's vulnerability
in the quarters ahead, again the path of business investment and the path
of personal consumption. 

So how should we think about public policies to promote economic
security?  The key element of this discussion – and it has been the key
element both from the administration side and the discussions here in the
Congress – is on efforts regarding economic growth insurance.  As I
mentioned in referring to the private sector forecasts, I think it is
important to focus on the potential for downside risks at the present time
and develop policies as insurance against a slower or more sluggish
upturn in economic growth than that which is expected by many private
sector forecasts.  The reason to do this, of course, is to guard against a
sustained downturn in business and household competence, which would
materialize in increased unemployment and slower investment growth.
Of course, insurance has to be purchased ahead of time to have any value.
So the first implication of this “growth insurance” view of what we need
to do is that we need to put in place the correct package of measures. 

In response to the President's leadership, the House of
Representatives has acted quickly on the stimulus front.  It is time for the
Senate to follow suit.  There has clearly been substantial debate on what
should be included in a stimulus package.  Mr. Chairman, Senator Reed,
both of you introduced that very important question in your remarks.  I
think the metaphor, if you will, of growth insurance provides considerable
guidance to you as you deliberate this. 

First, whatever package that you consider should be pro-growth; that
is, it should enhance incentives to work, to invest, to take risks, to expand
the productive capacity of the economy.  It should also be cognizant of
short-term needs.  The President indeed recognized this early on,
incorporating tax relief for low-income families and targeting extensions
of assistance for displaced workers that addresses both the short-term
needs and provides demand side insurance for businesses. 

As a general matter, simply throwing money at a problem does not
provide meaningful growth insurance.  Indeed, because some of the
spending increases that have been discussed are likely to become more
permanent, they are prone to replace private sector expansion by creating
future fiscal problems and the possibility of higher taxes in the future, and
that is at odds with enhancing growth.  None of that vitiates the important
need to talk about homeland security and defense spending, but I think
there is a great deal of caution in other areas of spending. 
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Over the past year the household sector has sustained economic
growth in the face of quite weak business investment.  Because personal
consumption spending is about two-thirds of aggregate purchases, again
negative growth in consumption would be an important downside risk
against which we should try to insure.  In part due to the tax cut proposed
by the President and passed by the Congress last spring, disposable
income has held up very well through the third quarter.  Indeed, if one
were to look at previous downturns relative to what we are now
experiencing, we see an uncommonly good holding up of disposable
income.  Instead, the slowdown in household spending is tracking in no
small part to declines in consumer confidence, making confidence a key
issue for your consideration. 

How do we address confidence?  Well, one part, of course, is beyond
the matters we are discussing today.  It is attention to security and
progress against terrorism.  That of course is very important.  On the
economic front, the survey data that we have on consumer sentiment
suggest that individuals become less optimistic in the face of job losses
and in the face of prospects of future softening in the labor market.  To
address confidence we need to focus on job creation.  The key there is
helping businesses overcome uncertainty and restarting business demand.

Some critics again have suggested that investment incentives in this
regard will not work because of the capital overhang.  As I argued
previously, I think that is not accurate, and I think investment incentives
will do what they have done in the past, which is lower the expected cost
of capital, raise the amount of capital firms wish to hold and increase
investment.  The administration's proposal is a growth insurance package
that contains both demand side support for purchases and incentives to
expand investments and jobs.  We believe that timely adoption of the
package the President outlined in the Rose Garden when he kicked off the
debate would raise GDP growth by about half of a percentage point in
2002; also because the President's plan is focused on households and
firms, it uses the private sector to crowd in private activity that will not
harm the longer outlook. 

Now there is a particular crowding out notion about which I would
like to urge caution that has surfaced in another area of debate over the
macroeconomic responses to terrorist attacks, and that has affected
policies that you might consider on long-term interest rates.  The right
policy at the right time is not likely to cause long-term interest rates to
rise.  Indeed, recent research here by Doug Elmendorf at the Federal
Reserve Board and Greg Mankiw of Harvard indicates that reduced
surpluses for the sorts of packages that the President put forth would raise
long-term interest rates at most by about three to five basis points. 

There is, of course, in the stimulus debate considerable discussion, as
there should be, on displaced workers and expansions of social insurance.
The administration has proposed tax relief for lower-income families and
extension of unemployment insurance benefits in areas experiencing a
marked increase in unemployment and flexible national emergency grants
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to provide funds for relocation, retraining, health insurance and other
needs that are flexible at the state level. 

We believe in the administration the sort of approach that the
President outlined is timely, flexible, and likely to have a significant
payoff.  The public policy response that you considered on terrorist
attacks rightly includes a carefully constructive set of measures designed
to address risks of shocks to business confidence and household
confidence.  Again, at a philosophical level, we believe that those risks
are most effectively addressed using the private sector.  Tax cuts crowd
in the private sector by supporting its job creation, providing support to
demand, enhancing incentives and doing these things in a timely fashion.
Spending oriented alternatives are both less timely and fail to exploit the
creativity, flexibility and innovation of the private sector. 

In my prepared testimony, I also offered you a set of economic
arguments on the overall economy and the importance of terrorism risk
insurance.  I will omit those in my oral remarks, but I will be happy to
talk to you about it.  Suffice it to say it is our concern in the
administration that a failure to enact a prompt and wise terrorism risk
insurance package would have macroeconomic dislocations. 

Coming to the longer-term outlook, I would like to raise a few brief
issues with you.  The first and most important is despite the terrible
human and economic tragedy that we have seen since September 11, the
long-term fundamentals of the economy remain sound.  Even during the
recent slowdown productivity growth, for example, remained strong.
Over the long term, there will be a need to address a generalized concern
about security.  The example or metaphor that has been used is hardening
the U.S. economy against the threat of terrorism.  In so doing, it is
important to consider measures in such a way that they minimize impact
on underlying productivity growth.  To date, I think the impact of meeting
these needs appears to have at best a modest impact on productivity
growth. 

One calculation I offered you in the testimony is that doubling private
security spending over the next 10 years will lower the rate of
productivity growth by no more than about a tenth of a percentage point.
Even that is likely to be an overestimate because it does not take into
account the private sector's ability to innovate and to respond. 

It may be the case that the nation determines that adequately
addressing security needs actually requires devoting substantial resources.
If so, I would leave you with another thought that it is sensible and
important for all of us to re-prioritize and not just augment budget
resources to address those needs.  As with any other aspect of the
addressing of terrorism risks, we should not forget the historical lesson
that private markets are resilient, efficient and flexible in meeting the
challenges. 

To conclude, I have every reason to believe given what we see in the
data and with the expectation of a timely stimulus package from the
Congress that we will see the recovery of economic growth along the
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timetable the private sector forecasters tell us and of course a continuation
of the economy's long-term progress. 

So with that as an introduction, thank you again, Mr. Chairman for
the opportunity, and I am happy to answer any questions you or the
Members of the Committee might have.
[The prepared statement of Chairman Hubbard appears in the
Submissions for the Record on page 52.]

Representative Saxton.  Dr. Hubbard, thank you very much for
articulating your views of the current economy.  Dr. Hubbard, I always
think it is helpful in understanding where we are with this very
complicated subject to look at where we have been recently, and to that
end I have brought some charts with me that tend to demonstrate where
we have been over the last 18 months or so. 

If we could look at the first one, we have a chart here which shows
what has happened with GDP.  We were cooking along pretty well there
until the middle of 2000, and all of a sudden we saw a very significant
decrease in GDP, which is no surprise to you, of course, but I think it is
notable to point out that that trend has been in place through the last two
quarters of 2000 as well as in this year, and I point this out because the
National Bureau of Economic Research, as has already been mentioned
here today, has indicated that this recession actually officially began in
March of this year but in fact this process, this trend precedes March of
this year by at least two quarters. 
[The chart entitled, “Gross Domestic Product” appears in the Submissions
for the Record on page 111.]

If we could go to the next chart.  It is also apparent by looking at
fixed private nonresidential investment, that we see – going all the way
back to the second quarter of 2000 that we begin to see a trend in
problems relating to investment.  And so this aspect – this element of
economic growth also is reflective of a longer term trend than would be
indicated by pointing the finger at March of 2001. 
[The chart entitled, “Fixed Private Nonresidential Investment” appears in
the Submissions for the Record on page 112.]

Go to the next chart, please.  Here the health and the manufacturing
sector, as indicated by employees gainfully employed in the
manufacturing sector, have fallen likewise since early 2000.  And so we
have got almost two years of decline in employment in the manufacturing
sector.  Likewise, a trend in terms of employment in nonfarm payrolls,
again starting back in early 2000.
[The charts entitled, “All Employees: Manufacturing” and “Employees
on Nonfarm Payrolls” appear in the Submissions for the Record on pages
113 and 114, respectively.] 

Next chart, please.  And finally, a chart which is related but perhaps
in a more subtle way, that is the long-term interest rates we will get into
later. 
[The chart entitled, “10 year Treasury Bond Yield at Constant Maturity”
appears in the Submissions for the Record on page 115.]
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Now you also mentioned, Dr. Hubbard, that the National Bureau of
Economic Research has now officially indicated that we are in a
recession, and I have here with me a summary of the logic that they used
in coming to that position, and they looked at basically four elements of
the economic structure.  They looked at industrial production, they looked
at employment, they looked at real sales, and they looked at income
growth, real income growth.  And even in their analysis, they go back into
2000.  They say that we started to see this trend in industrial production
go down rather remarkably in July of 2000.  We started to see real sales
run into problems in June of 2000.  And it was employment that began to
be reflected in the figures in a negative way in March.  And that is
looking back from November.  They look back to March and said that we
began the recession in March because of trends of employment. 

My question, I guess, based on all of this is very simply this.  We
hear a lot about the various cost factors which promote or inhibit
economic growth, and looking back actually to the middle of 1999, we
saw interest rates – short-term interest rates start to creep up.  Looking
back into 2000, we saw energy prices begin to creep up.  And so as
energy prices began to creep up, the cost of production started to creep up
and nonfarm payroll started to be hurt and economic growth started to
soften and then eventually turned down in the middle of 2000.  So we see
these cost factors in production begin to increase as the economy begins
to soften, and I guess I would make the point that we need to perhaps look
at these increased costs and try to figure out how to offset them.  And of
course the events of September 11, as you have correctly pointed out,
have increased the costs of production even further with something I refer
to as a “security tax” and other people refer to it in perhaps another way.
So we continue to see the increased costs of production which the House
economic stimulus package at least begins to try to offset by reducing
taxes. 

Would you comment and try to give us your perspective, your point
of view on these factors in the economy and what we ought to do?  Are
we on the right track or is there something we haven't seen yet from your
point of view we ought to be doing? 

Dr. Hubbard.  Well, your question puts the finger on very important
cost shocks that business felt in 1999 and in 2000, and I think that we are
seeing more favorable developments in some of those cost shocks actually
in the recent period.  It is important that public policy take measures to try
to minimize the effects on the transactions costs that businesses face as a
result of September 11.  This comes up in the terrorism risk insurance
issue that I mentioned for you.  It comes up in a variety of regulatory
issues and of course in the tax issues.  Yes, I would think that is
something that you in your deliberations would use as a thread in
considering policies.

Representative Saxton.  The trends that we are seeing today in terms
of these costs are quite different than they were in 1999 and 2000, I
believe.  If we look at energy and interest rates specifically, do we look
at those now as perhaps forming the basis of beginning or the basis upon
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which a recovery could occur?  Is this helpful in terms of the decreases
that we have seen in short-term interest rates as well as energy costs? 

Dr. Hubbard.  Well, it is certainly the case.  As you noted in your
introduction, monetary policy works with the lag, and we will be
beginning to see the substantial positive effects of Federal Reserve
actions that had begun early in 2001.  We have seen softening in some
energy prices and that in large part reflects weak demand.  It will still
pose a cost reduction for many firms.  So I agree with your question.

Representative Saxton.  Thank you.  Let me turn to a slightly
different, but very closely related subject.  Some months ago, I introduced
a bill, which is known now as H.R. 168, that would provide partial
deferral on capital gains distributions made by mutual fund shareholders.
This bill, I believe, would benefit tens of millions of middle income
mutual fund owners.  How do you view this proposal?

Dr. Hubbard.  It is first important to step back, and I commend you
for your work and thought in this area.  The way in which we tax capital
income generally in the country has a number of important complexity
issues as well as the efficiency costs that economists generally discuss.
It is important to focus on capital gains and the tax treatment of capital
income.  In the context of this stimulus package or growth insurance
package, it was the President's wish to try to restrict areas toward policies
that would have the shorter macroeconomic benefit.  But I think a variety
of capital gains and other tax policy issues remain important issues for the
country to discuss, and I commend your work in this area.

Representative Saxton.  I think this is an especially important
concept understanding that mutual funds are today used as a savings
instrument, if you will, or savings mechanism for many middle-income
wage earners, and when we look at the distribution of who use mutual
funds, it is very often, in fact most often, those folks who don't have the
time to evaluate individual stocks.  Those are middle-income people, and
so this effort could lead to a middle class tax cut.  And what effect would
that kind of tax cut have on the economy? 

Dr. Hubbard.  Certainly it would have positive effects on people's
ability to spend.  It would also have potentially favorable effects on asset
prices.  I think this is something to be considered and importantly
considered in a discussion of tax simplification proposals, and I can
assure you the administration will be bringing tax simplification proposals
in the budget process.

Representative Saxton.  It is abundantly clear that there are two very
classic approaches to economic stimulus which are being discussed in the
Congress.  One approach would promote the concept of pump priming,
if you will, perhaps short-term tax cuts; the notion of a sales tax holiday
for a month has been proposed as a short-term pump primer.  Other types
of short-term spending increases have been proposed.  But the notion of
long-term or permanent tax cuts, which have been mentioned here
already, is another idea which we have seen work in the past because it
gives people the ability to anticipate what the tax code will look like
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tomorrow, not just what it will look like in the short term and promote
certain types of economic behavior that we think are important. 

Would you agree that long-term tax cuts such as those contained in
the middle class tax cut provided by H.R. 168 would be important in that
context or – give us your view of the short-term/long-term effect of tax
cuts versus spending increases 
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are paying some positive interest on their debt, and have thus sold cars at
zero interest to get consumers into the showrooms. 

So I think there is a strong issue here whether or not tax cuts will do
what you propose they will do.

Dr. Hubbard.  Let me offer three observations in answer to your
question, Senator.  First, your comments are predicated perhaps on the
notion that there is a substantial capital overhang.  As I tried to argue in
the testimony that I presented, I do not think that is the case for the
economy as a whole.  Part of the weak demand we have seen is from
exceptional weakness in business investment.  That process has largely
worked its way through, meaning investment incentives could have a
potent impact.  The support for investment incentives by most in the
business community underscores that. 

Your point about cash on hand related to another provision of the
proposals – that is, to the elimination of the AMT.  The issue I was trying
to raise in that op ed is that what AMT does – the corporate AMT – is to
raise the effective tax rate on businesses in a downturn.  That is not good
tax policy any time but it becomes especially bad tax policy during a
downturn. 

Senator Reed.  Is it good tax policy to give retroactive credit for the
AMT? 

Dr. Hubbard.  As you know, that was not the President's proposal.
Senator Reed.  You would be against that?
Dr. Hubbard.  This should be discussed in the legislative process.

Our view is we wanted to focus on the core elements of the tax changes
that provided the greatest bang for the buck.  The elimination of the AMT
helps – not blunts – investment incentives.  We felt that if we did an
investment incentive without making the eradication of the AMT part of
the package, we would blunt that investment incentive's effect. 

Senator Reed.  Well, in terms of the capital overhang, Dr., do you
have empirical data that suggest that there is or is not a capital overhang?
It seems from the Chairman's questioning that there is a lot of excess
capacity in manufacturing, at least.

Dr. Hubbard.  I will say two things.  There is more of this in the
written testimony I gave you.  I don't want to bore everybody with too
much, but I will am happy to give you one.  The issue of capacity
utilization is not something you necessarily look at to figure out whether
you have a capital overhang.  Of course, business-people look not only
at current demand, but future demand because these are long-lived
investments. 

My assessment as to what happened with the capital overhang is that
the economy was roughly in equilibrium in 1999.  It received a surprise
in 2000 that the desired growth was about a percentage point lower.  It
took awhile for the capital stock to adjust through that.  We saw that in
quite negative rates of investment.  And by early next year, that process
should be, roughly speaking, unwound.  Even a return to zero rates of
growth of investment would be a pretty substantial improvement in the
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economy.  So I see no reason to believe (outside certain sectors) that the
capital overhang problem is persistent.

Senator Reed.  Also in your testimony you talked about not
“throwing money at a problem,” but then I think you also indicated the
President supports at least some spending on our unemployment benefits.
I would presume you don't consider that to be throwing money at the
problem.

Dr. Hubbard.  The President's proposal is an important part of
addressing the needs of displaced workers, and I will tell you what you
already know.  The President put that marker out at the beginning of the
process before he even had his marker out on the tax package.  The
concern I wanted to leave you with is we do not want to use this as an
occasion for radical expansions or changes in the scope of social
insurance programs.  That should be part of a broader debate.

Senator Reed.  Doctor, you also talked about the need to stimulate
investment and the need to respond to the immediate crisis, which raises
the following question: the administration's proposals include investment
incentives for two to three years, yet you are suggesting that the blue chip
economists say that in six months or so the economy will be back,
performing up to snuff, without the need for additional stimulus.  Why
would you have two or three year investment incentives in this situation?

Dr. Hubbard.  Again, the key is to provide investment incentives or
incentives generally in a package that don't have long-term budget costs.
Even moving toward much more permanent investment incentives has
only a modest budget cost because all that investment incentives do is
pull forward capital recovery charges.  So it is just a time value of money
argument.  We believe in the administration that the simple one year
proposals make sense primarily in a world of textbooks where everything
is certain and no costs of changing the capital stock and business people
then don't try to play a policy game wondering what all policymakers are
going to do next. 

The best public finance answer to these things is to make tax changes
predictable and long term.  There is no magic about three years, but I
think making something very temporary runs the risk simply of pulling
forward investment and creating an atmosphere of uncertainty in the
business community about tax policy going forward.

Senator Reed.  You seem in one hand to be saying do you want
immediate stimulus for investment to get the economy moving, but really
this is about long-term incentives for investment and has very little to do
about the current economic dilemma.

Dr. Hubbard.  The point I was trying to make, Senator, was that the
ability to stimulate investment depends on getting the right kind of
investment incentives and people's time path of considering investment
is probably going to be better served by having investment policy that is
more stable and longer term even thinking about the short-term aspects
of such a policy.
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Senator Reed.  There has been a lot of discussion about the cost of
the terrorist attacks on businesses and households, but there is also a huge
terrorism cost to this government – in fact, I think the administration
estimated it at about $127 billion.  How will we be able to finance that
terrorism cost to the government over the next several years for functions
that will not be performed by private industry or households if we don't
have the revenue available to do that?

Dr. Hubbard.  It is important to start both identifying the right kinds
of spending you described and to think about reprioritizing spending.
Governor Ridge from the administration will be preparing a report for the
Congress on his views on needs in the homeland security spending area.
Obviously in the budget process going forward it is an item of very
important debate, as is frankly the reprioritization of spending.  It is clear
that with strong priorities in defense and homeland security, other areas
of spending may have to give somewhat.  But you are quite right, that is
the key question.

Senator Reed.  One final question, I think you quite rightly identified
productivity in the long-run as probably the key factor in economic
performance.  To the extent that human capital is an important part of that
productivity, when we prioritize these new investments I would hope that
we would not slight education spending, health care spending – all of
those items that contribute significantly to productivity through human
capital.

Dr. Hubbard.  I certainly agree with that observation.  The President
has been quite active in those areas and we share your views.  Human
capital investments are very important.

Senator Reed.  Thank you very much.
Representative Saxton.   Thank you, Senator Reed.  Senator

Bennett.
Senator Bennett.  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  I appreciate

the opportunity to be with you and Chairman Hubbard.  Welcome.  I
generally agree with your testimony, but I am going to sound like I don't
in some of my questions in an effort to highlight some particular issues.

You said that the economy was basically in equilibrium in 1999.  I
have a hard time with that.  It was “tulip time” in 1999.  You as an
economist know what that means.  I won't explain it to everybody else.
They can ask somebody.  But you look at the P/E ratios of some of the
stocks, particularly the 100 times earnings, 200 times earnings, 10,000
times, no earnings, it was inevitable that that bubble would burst.
Chairman Greenspan called it irrational exuberance.  It was irrational.
And we sat in these hearings and heard him and others talk about the
wealth effect and how people were spending money because their stock
portfolios were so great.  We hear people saying my 401(k) has collapsed
and isn't that terrible and you look at it in historic terms and their 401(k)
has collapsed all the way back to the level that it was in 1998 after it had
been growing very substantially for quite a long period of time.  And you
get this high spike and then it comes back down and it feels terrible, but
in historic terms we are really just getting a much needed correction.  And
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the fact that it hit us – started to hit us in mid-2000, as the Chairman's
charts indicate, I think indicates we were not at equilibrium, we were – at
least one sector of the economy, as I say, was in tulip time and we had to
take that hit and frankly it had nothing to do with who sat in the White
House or who controlled Congress.  It was what was going on in the
markets and the markets have a way of humbling us politicians many,
many times and telling us things that we think are under our control in
fact are under the control of the consumers and they always correct
themselves over time. 

So with that observation, I want to see where we really are, and
Senator Reed poked at it and I want to poke at it a little more.  I agree
with you there may not be a capital overhang.  I think that is probably
accurate, but let us talk about whether or not there is a supply
overcapacity. 

Take one obvious example where the anecdotal evidence says there
is, is steel.  If you look at the global capacity for steel there are simply too
many steel mills on line that can turn out absolutely first quality steel,
which means sooner or later that some of them, either in this country or
elsewhere – we all fervently hope that it is elsewhere – will have to go out
of business. 

The same thing was true for a while, may still be with respect to
automobiles.  I remember articles in the Harvard Business Review that
said “what are the Japanese doing?”  They continue to build automobile
plants and never ask themselves the question who is going to buy these
additional cars, and the attitude on the part of the Japanese manufacturers
was, oh, we can always sell them in America.  We have proven that we
can out-market the Americans and we can sell these cars in America. 

Well, you reach a point where there are enough cars to go around,
even with those people who buy a new one every three years.  We reach
a point where the physical capacity is so great that while there may not be
a capital overhang, there is a physical overcapacity that has to have a
correction.  The difference between us and the Japanese is that we are
willing to take the correction.  We are willing to take the pain that comes
with that kind of correction and move forward.  They have been mired
down for 10 years now with their inability to take the pain on their bad
loans and their financial structure.  They won't clean up their banking
system the way we cleaned up the savings and loans mess here in the
United States. 

So can you talk about the whole question of capacity in some basic
industries and whether or not we are getting close to equilibrium or
whether there is some additional capacity that has to be soaked up?

Dr. Hubbard.  I would be delighted to try to do that, Senator.  I don't
think there was that much disagreement between what you had said and
I said earlier.  It is certainly the case in the late 1990s that there was a
euphoric period.  I can recall many times as a finance professor having
students giving me a hard time for saying that the laws of economics don't
get repealed.  We had periods of time when people forgot about profits
and cashflows.  But I certainly share your concern.  The sense in which
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I use equilibrium was that in 1999, given the signals that firms saw then,
firms felt they were holding the right amount of capital stock.  We might
argue whether it is tulip time or not, but when it became apparent that
those fundamentals that had been expected did not materialize the capital
stock had to adjust and since it is a stock it took a while to work through.
We are seeing quite similar things there, and I do believe that in general
there is not a capital overhang. 

Your second point about particular industries I think makes a very
important point both in the case of steel and in the case of Japan.  It is
very hard for industries to have persistent long-term overcapacity without
there being excessive intervention, and part of the problem we had in the
mogul steel industry is excessive intervention, particularly in many
actions that had been taken around the world that would subsidize costs
of steel making, and we see the problems of that when an industry then
has to go through adjustments. 

So part of what we are seeing in some industries is the failure to let
the market work.  The Japanese case is quite constructive.  You used the
example of nonperforming loans, which I think is quite right.  The flip
side is nonperforming assets; that is, the failure of the market to allocate
capital efficiently in Japan has been quite a problem.  So again harkening
back to where you began, I don't think there is that much disagreement
and I think the capital overhang at this point is quite modest.

Representative Saxton.  Thank you very much.  We are going to go
to Senator Corzine.  There is a vote in the House, as everyone can tell.
So Senator Reed is going to take the Chair in my absence and we will be
back as soon as we can – I believe we have three votes. 

Senator Corzine.
Senator Corzine.  Thank you, Chairman Hubbard, for joining us and,

Chairman Saxton, for holding this hearing on our economic outlook.  I
think I must have been hearing you say – and I guess I am combining this
with some of the things I am reading in the press that we have a need for
a growth insurance package because we may be already out of the
recession that was just declared by the Bureau this week, that we don't
need a stimulus package, we need an insurance package.

Is that the analysis that I am hearing, that is the preparation of what
you are talking about today?

Dr. Hubbard.  I do not mean to resort to semantics by using growth
insurance instead of stimulus.  That was not my point.  My point was—

Senator Corzine.  There is a difference between whether we are in
a recession and you want to have a stimulus package that moves us out of
that, or whether we want to ensure the fact that  we continue—

Dr. Hubbard.  That is precisely where I want to go.  I think using the
word “stimulus” is that it connotes an idea of fine-tuning and our ability
to know exactly points in time where we want and can move the
economy's aggregate demand.  I think growth insurance is a better
illustration.  It says that if the NBER is correct and the recession began in
March, a typical contraction is 11 months in the post-war period, the
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consensus forecasts in the private sector, as I indicated, are already
consistent with recovery, but the range is quite wide and given the
importance of confidence, both to the business and household side, some
package that helps restore confidence is in order.  I hope I didn't confuse
things by using the term “growth insurance,” but that is the sense in
which I meant it as opposed to a fine-tuning or—

Senator Corzine.  Do you think this is necessary or not?  Do we need
to add and take steps to stimulate or provide this growth insurance?  Is
that a necessary thing or something that is just sort of a comfortable but
not necessary step?

Dr. Hubbard.  We very much need to do it, Senator.  I worry about
the potential for deterioration in confidence.  I worry about the effect on
layoffs of a failure to act.  Half a percentage of GDP growth for a year is
quite a large change; so I would argue we really do need to do this.

Senator Corzine.  Okay.  I want to go back to this capital overhang
issue.  I think the capacity utilization, at least in the manufacturing sector,
73 percent or 74 percent, the lowest since 1983, you spoke about
telecommunications.  It certainly appears that the excess capacity in travel
and entertainment, auto industry has got zero percent loans; so they are
trying to get people there, high tech does not look all that strong.  So one
could argue you should make an analysis on some basis other than just a
hundred billion dollars overanalysis. 

What is the real physical capacity and what is its utilization relative
to where you are going to go?  I certainly believe that the problem in the
economy is more on the demand side, and I think it gets at how do we put
together an economic stimulus program or insurance policy.  And I don't
fully understand how, given the facts of the 73 percent and other things
that I just mentioned, that we don't see a fairly substantial excess capacity
in the business side that needs to be filled by demand-driven activities.

Dr. Hubbard.  If I might, I think there are two parts to your question.
And on the first of these, I would be happy to send you my more detailed
calculations if you want it.  I simply wrote down a simple model of
investment in capital accumulation in the economy, changed the expected
rate of growth that firms would see, more in line with what forecasters
had changed between 1999 and 2000, calculated the difference in the
capital stock, and worked through its effect on investment.

It is very hard to get a capital overhang.  I would caution you not to
pay as much attention to capacity utilization numbers as your question
intimated.  In the first place, it is one segment of the economy, and
second, capacity utilization, again, ignores lumpiness in investment.  You
could have modest levels of capacity utilization, but still desired
investment because you are looking forward.  But I do take the point that
we need to focus on demand, and of course, business investment is a
component of demand.

Senator Corzine.  When one speaks of demand, then we get into a
question of whether spending or taxes have the kind of input.  I wonder
if you are familiar with the Federal Reserve Board's model, general model
of the economy and whether you are familiar with the 1998 description
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of its model and it has a complicated title, aggregate disturbances,
monetary policy, and the macro economy and are familiar with their view
that income tax changes have under different circumstances, more
complicated than I will be able to put into this particular question.  But if
you roll this out, income tax inputs have long-run implications that are
much more powerful than they are in the short run, although not
necessaryily overwhelming of even the short run impacts the spending.

I think the proportion is a dollar of expenditure, government
expenditures worth 1.4 in the first year, if I am reading this number right,
and an income tax permanent income tax is worth four-tenths.  I wonder
if you are familiar with these models, and whether you would agree that
spending increases relative to taxes have that kind of at least tendency,
relative to the kind of debate we are having now in the Congress about
whether we want to have unemployment insurance benefits, health
insurance benefits, and homeland defense expenditures that are being
suggested, relative to accelerating tax cuts. 

Dr. Hubbard.  You asked exactly the right question on this.  The
Fed's model is one of many quite respectable forecasting models.  When
you are making these comparisons, you want to be sure not to make
apples-and-oranges comparisons, that is, you have the same horizon on
both and the same amounts on both.  I think that the evidence, at least that
I am—

Senator Corzine.  These, by the way, run out – I put this in the
record, but it goes one, two, three years and 10 years and compares both
spending just so that it is comparable data.

Dr. Hubbard.  The evidence with which I am familiar would suggest
quite potent effects of tax changes.  My concern in models like the Fed
model is that many of these tax changes are modeled almost as if they are
lump sum.  There is no difference between something that gives someone
$500 and equivalent amount changes in the marginal rate, and most
public finance economists would say that is not accurate, so I would have
that concern.  There is a cross-country literature on this as well
documenting the more salutary effects of tax changes than spending
changes.

Senator Corzine.  Thank you.
Senator Reed.  [Presiding.]  Senator Sarbanes.
Senator Sarbanes.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  First of all, we

reported out yesterday the—
Dr. Hubbard.  Thank you very much, Senator.
Senator Sarbanes.  I would hope that we would be able to move that

through the Senate in the few near future so that you will have a full
complement down at the CEA.  I have reference to this column you wrote
in The Washington Post on Friday.  Presumably you are familiar with it.

Dr. Hubbard.  Yes.  My memory hasn't deteriorated that fast.
Senator Sarbanes.  I am going to quote it to you.  “New spending

programs are not only unlikely to make the economy grow, they are also
an undesirable response to terrorism risk.”  How do we square that with
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the reports that Governor Ridge is considering asking for as much as a
hundred – I was going to say 100 to 150 – I am told by my colleagues
$127 billion for programs to address terrorism risk.  How do I square that
with they are also an undesirable response to terrorism risk?   

Dr. Hubbard.  The context of that statement, and indeed the context
of the entire article, is the issue of a stimulus package and the creation of
new spending programs under the guise for stimulus after a terrorist
attack.  There is certainly a need, as I indicated in my remarks, to focus
on homeland security spending, but I don't think of that as part of a
package to stimulate economic growth.

Senator Sarbanes.  No.  I am not going to take that.  I want to read
the whole sentence to you again.  “New spending programs are not only
unlikely to make the economy grow,” which is your stimulus point you
are making right now, “they also are an undesirable response to terrorism
risk.”  Now, how do you square the new spending programs are an
undesirable response to terrorism risk with Governor Ridge's proposal for
$127 billion?

Dr. Hubbard.  Let me repeat myself.  The point of the article was to
talk about responses to terrorism risks in the context of economic growth
management and a stimulus package.  There is, of course, a need to
consider defense spending, homeland security spending, a variety of
initiatives that need not, by the way, net increase Federal spending.  Such
spending could be a substitute for other things, but I think that is not part
of a stimulus.

Senator Sarbanes.  Do you think the new spending programs on the
military are an undesirable response to the war on terrorism?

Dr. Hubbard.  I think it is very important to consider the military
front of the war and the homeland security front of the war as the Nation's
key priorities.

Senator Sarbanes.  So you think spending on new programs for
terrorism risks are okay?

Dr. Hubbard.  They are an important part of our battle against
terrorism, Senator.  I think that they would not be a significant part of our
battle for economic stimulus.

Senator Sarbanes.  If I said that spending programs to address
terrorism risks are an undesirable response, you would say I am wrong
about that, would you not?

Dr. Hubbard.  I would say again, Senator, that the spending
responses are an important part of our national security effort; they are
not an important part of our need for an economic stimulus package.

Senator Sarbanes.  What are the parameters with respect to fiscal
policy within which the administration feel it is working?  To develop this
for a moment, do you think a Federal budget, which begins to use either
because of spending programs or tax cuts the surplus attributed to the
workings of the Social Security system – do you think that is acceptable,
that we, in effect, should begin to use up the surplus that is gained by the
extra amount that comes into the Social Security trust fund?
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Dr. Hubbard.  I would like to make two points, if I might.  The first
relates to the unified surplus.  A healthy budget situation for the country
requires a healthy economy.  That is, a good budget surplus is the product
of a good economy, not the other way around. 

As regards the Social Security surplus, in the administration's view
it would be desirable to dedicate some funds toward personal accounts.
In the short term, we do have a unified surplus system of accounting and
if the economy is weak we might indeed run on budget deficits.

Senator Sarbanes.  By budget deficit you mean a budget deficit on
the unified system or a deficit with respect to using the surplus attributed
to the Social Security system?

Dr. Hubbard.  Such deficits, likely in response to short-term
economic weakness, would be on-budget deficits.

Senator Sarbanes.  So you don't draw a line and say we don't want
to use the Social Security system?  You are prepared to do that; is that
correct?

Dr. Hubbard.  That is not what I said.  I think it—
Senator Sarbanes.  Well, do you draw the line at that point?
Dr. Hubbard.  I think it is important to focus on the health of the

economy.
Senator Sarbanes.  I understand that, but if—
Dr. Hubbard.  In a system in which we have unified budget

concepts, a weaker economy would lead to running on-budget deficits.
Senator Sarbanes.  Okay.  So as you project tax and spending

policy, if, in fact, you incur a deficit by going into the Social Security
system, you don't draw the line at doing that; is that correct?

Dr. Hubbard.  In a sense, you draw it in a very important way.  One
of the principles the President outlined in his call for an economic
stimulus package was for long-term budget discipline, so that you do not
have the sort of Social Security shortfall that you just described, Senator.
In a very short term, it is very important to get the economy moving
again.

Senator Sarbanes.  I understand that.  Will you use the Social
Security trust fund surplus in the short run in order to do that?  I mean, it
is a simple question, yes or no.  Presumably the answer is yes.  That is
certainly what your projections are showing.

Dr. Hubbard.  Certainly in the short run.
Senator Sarbanes.  Okay.  Now having established at least that

parameter, let me ask you this question:  Are you prepared to go to throw
– to put the unified budget into deficit through your tax and spending
policies in order to address the economic situation?

Dr. Hubbard.  I think it is important to ask a question in the sense of
what is best for the long-term health of the economy.  Of course, the
administration would not suggest running long-term unified or on-budget
deficits.  The question is in the short term, what is the best interest for the
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economy in getting a stimulus package?  The payoff to a healthy
economy will redound in part to on budget and Social Security surpluses.

Senator Sarbanes.  So you do not even then draw the line in terms
of the deficits at the unified budget?  You would be prepared to put the
unified budget into deficit as well to address the short-run economic
problem; is that correct?

Dr. Hubbard.  What I said, Senator, was it is important to consider
the economic situation at the time, come up with the right stimulus
package that is in the country's long-term economic interests and then see
what happens to the short-term budget situation.  The President originally
suggested the need for tax cuts in the range of $60-75 billion.  I think,
again, you want to focus on the long-term economy, not targeting the
year-to-year budget deficit.

Senator Sarbanes.  All right.  But I think we have gotten an answer
out of you, which is essentially that as far as placing parameters, you do
not have any restraint in addressing a short-term economic situation in
terms of running a deficit, either first going into the surplus produced by
the Social Security trust fund, or beyond that, taking the entire unified
budget into deficit?  I mean, that is the conclusion I draw, and I mean,
that is certainly a point of view.  I just want to get it out.

Dr. Hubbard.  If I may respond—
Senator Sarbanes.  I have got all the red lights blinking at me—
Dr. Hubbard.  If I might respond, your inference is not correct,

Senator.  I think what you can draw is that in the long term, it is long-term
budget discipline that both the administration and the Congress have
wisely suggested.  In the short term, I think good sense of both the
administration and the Congress is exactly the right economic constraint
here.

Senator Sarbanes.  Well, I don't know how you square that when
you do a tax cut that projects the large deficits out into the future which
have resulted in even the Chairman of the Federal Reserve telling us that
is one of the reasons he thinks the long-term interest rates have not come
down despite the efforts of the Federal Reserve – their constant efforts in
bringing down the short-term rates, and that is your economic policy that
projects those long-run deficits out in the future because of the excess of
—

Senator Reed.  Thank you, Senator Sarbanes.  Chairman Hubbard,
I believe Mr. Bennett would like to make a comment.  We have been
hearing all morning about overhanging capital, but I think we are getting
a capital hangover, so—

Senator Bennett.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I want to respond to
my friend from Maryland that my answer would be yes, I would be happy
– not happy.  I would be willing to have a unified budget deficit if
necessary to get us out of this situation, and I recall in history that
President Herbert Hoover, in the midst of a much worse circumstance,
said we cannot have a unified budget deficit, and the Democratically
controlled Congress elected in 1930 as a precursor to the election of
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Franklin Roosevelt in 1932 agreed, and they raised taxes in an effort to
see to it that there was no deficit.  And I think the current orthodoxy in
most schools of economics is it was exactly the wrong thing for both
parties to do, and I don't want to make that mistake.

Senator Sarbanes.  Actually, I say to my colleague for with whom
I have great respect, I don't differ with him in the least.  I really don't.  I
am trying to get the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers to
give us a straight answer on these important questions.  Now, you just put
it straight.  I don't really – I think it is a very respectable and responsible
economic position to take, and in fact, I have argued for that position in
the past under certain circumstances confronting an economic downturn,
but we – it would be wonderful if we could get the same clarity and
forthrightness out of the Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers.

Senator Bennett.  I won't speak for him, but I just spoke for myself.
Thank you.

Senator Reed.  Let me speak for the Chair and thank Chairman
Hubbard for his testimony.  Let me ask the next panel to come forward so
that we can proceed with the hearing.  Thank you, Dr. Hubbard.  

Let me introduce our second panel and thank them all for joining us
this morning.  First, Dr. Allen Sinai is the founder, and chief global
economist and president of Decision Economics, Incorporated, a global
economic strategy and financial market information and advisory firm.
He has a distinguished economic career, is the author of numerous articles
and someone who – after earning his bachelor's degree from the
University of Michigan and his Ph.D. from Northwest University – has
become a preeminent economic modeler. 

Next to Dr. Sinai is Dr. Margo Thorning.  Dr. Thorning is the senior
vice president and chief economist to the American Council for Capital
Formation.  Dr. Thorning also has a distinguished academic career,
having received a bachelor of arts from the Texas Christian University,
an M.A. in economics from the University of Texas, and a Ph.D. from the
University of Georgia.  She is an editor of numerous books and articles.
Thank you, Dr. Thorning.  

Next to Dr. Thorning is Alan S. Blinder, the Gordon R. Rentschler
Memorial Professor of Economics and co-director for the Center for
Economic Policy Studies at Princeton University.  Dr. Blinder again is a
distinguished economist.  He's the co-author of 12 books, including the
influential textbook Economic Principles and Policies with William J.
Baumol.  Dr. Blinder and his wife reside in Princeton, New  Jersey.
Thank you, Dr. Blinder for joining us. 

Finally we are joined by Dr. Janet Yellen, the Eugene E. and
Catherine M. Trefethen Professor of Business and Professor of
Economics at the University of California, Berkeley.  She has been a
faculty member since 1980.  Her faculty and academic activities have
been interrupted by service in the Council of Economic Advisers, and we
recognize her from her appearances earlier.  We thank you for joining us,
and note that Dr. Yellen had the great sense to go to Brown University,
which we like very much.  Dr. Yellen is also joined by her husband Dr.
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George Akerlof, who himself is noted in the economics field, and recently
recognized with the Nobel Prize.  Thank you, Dr. Akerlof for joining your
wife and supporting her today. 

Also, for the record, I would like to indicate that Dr. Yellen and Dr.
Blinder have signed a statement by numerous prominent economists with
respect to the House stimulus bill, and I would ask without objection to
include that statement in the record.
[The letter entitled, “Economists’ Statement: An Open Letter to Senators
Tom Daschle and Trent Lott appears in the Submissions for the Record
on page 68.]

Let me begin with Dr. Sinai. 
OPENING STATEMENT OF DR. ALLEN SINAI,

PRESIDENT AND CHIEF GLOBAL ECONOMIST, 
DECISION ECONOMICS, INC.

Dr. Sinai.  Thank you very much, Senator Reed and—
Senator Sarbanes.  If you could pull the microphone closer, I think

it would help.
Dr. Sinai.  If I turn it on it will help.
Senator Sarbanes.  Well, turn it on and it will—
Dr. Sinai.  I want to thank you for the opportunity to be here and for

the introduction, and it is a pleasure and honor to be on a panel with such
distinguished colleagues, economists.  In one of the most unusual and
dangerous business cycle episodes in record, the U.S. and global
economy have fallen into recession.  The current U.S. downturn, which
began in March, on the surface seems like it might be nearing an end.  It
is nine months long against the 11-month average of the post World War
II recessions, far along chronologically relative to the historical average,
but in the aftermath of a long expansion and then excessive U.S. boom,
functionally far from the point of recovery, in large part, stemming from
the unusual nature of the slowdown, inability of easier monetary policy
to reverse the economic slide and too little fiscal stimulus. 

Most previous recessions have come from a fully employed economy
with undesirable rises in price and wage inflation accompanied by
excesses, and imbalances in housing, real estate and the consumer,
Fed-induced sharp increases of interest rates, credit crunches and
sometimes negative external shocks like the oil price shocks of the 1970's.
Such a generic process has propelled the economy downward during
those times mainly through reductions in housing, in consumption,
inventories and capital spending, areas that later became amenable to
easier monetary policy given the initial sources of the downturn. 

This downturn has not been typical.  Indeed, it is the only one since
World War II clearly initiated from the U.S. business sector which, in
2000, retreated from a boom state to set in motion downwaves for
production and inventories, a collapse in capital spending, less jobs
creation and then a global slowdown through reduced trade flows and
because of the multinational nature of U.S. corporations, and now, last,
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weakness in consumption and perhaps housing.  This downturn started in
the U.S. business sector, not the typical place nor from the typical
sources.  The slide that started the U.S. and global downturn stems from
a number of reasons. 

Some were inherently cyclical.  Some related to an excessive boom
and, in some cases, bubble in technology and telecommunications, and
some from higher interest rates.  But mostly the slowdown, and now
recession, came from a diminution of the boom pace of growth in
business activity, slowdown in the growth of business profits,
disappointments to business and business expectations, and then a
business sector response of cutting back on production, inventories,
capital goods spending, imports, and people to maintain profits and to
maximize shareholder value. 

Cutbacks in production and inventories produced one down cycle.
An inventory cycle is usually short-lived.  A second down cycle was a
downwave and retreat in the growth of capital spending.  Capital
spending downcycles don't happen in every recession.  They are usually
long-lived.  Through trade flows, essentially the lifeblood of the global
economy and the multinational nature now of U.S. and global business
corporations, the “virus” of U.S. cutbacks spread throughout the world,
Canada and Mexico, to an already recessed Japan and, directly and
indirectly, through increased weakness, in a number of Southeast Asian
economies heavily exposed to the U.S. in exports and in technology. 

Then, the slowdown spread to Germany, a very open economy which
lost exports to all of the global economy into France and Italy, heavily
exposed to Germany through exports, now the whole Eurozone, Latin
America, and the U.K.  The business sector cutbacks in the U.S. started
the global downturn.  It initiated a spreading and cumulative weakness
throughout the world that has reverberated back to the U.S. through
reductions in exports, adding to the recessionary forces in the U.S. in an
unusual way through the new economic dimension of globalization. 

With this causal sequence and the aggressive reductions of interest
rates by The Federal Reserve that started this past January to stem what,
at first, appeared to be just an inventory cycle.  Consumption and housing
expenditures were supported, although less over time as increased layoffs
and unemployment began taking a toll on consumer spending along with
less growth in incomes, worsened household financial positions,
diminished confidence, and increased uncertainty over the economy and
lost jobs.  A bear equity market also has hurt. 

Now the U.S. and global economy are in the heart of an interactive
and mutually reinforcing cumulative downturn made worse by the
negative shock waves generated from the September 11 terrorist attack
and its aftermath, a recessionary and disinflationary external shock
coming on top of the processes already in place.  The terrorist external
shock has intensified the U.S. economic downturn through its negative
effects on consumption, directly and indirectly on business through
interruptions to production and increased security costs with the latest
downward wrench in U.S. economic activity spreading now throughout
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the world to intensify the global recession already in place, much as the
first negative demand shock did from the U.S. business sector well over
a year ago. 

The terrorist event, like many other external shocks in business cycle
history, is serving to deepen, intensify and prolong the downturn.  But if
it were to leave no lingering effect or not last long, the economy could
spring back to its previous position; however, this does not appear to be
the case for the terrorist event and its aftermath where fundamental shifts
in consumer and business behavior occasioned by the need for ongoing
security and increases in costs for security – essentially a tax that weakens
economic activity as well as producing some inflationary thrust in costs
– also disrupts production and productivity.  The increased Federal
Government spending associated with the War Against Terrorism can lift
GDP, but very likely will have no lasting positive effect on the supply
side of the U.S. economy, indeed, probably will reduce productivity
growth and the potential rate of growth of the United States. 

If the diagnosis for the genesis of the 2001-02 economic downturn is
roughly right.  An easier monetary policy through sharp reductions of
interest rates is unlikely to quickly or easily reverse the recession in the
U.S. or globally.  It is well known that reductions of interest rates alone,
even increased availability of credit, are not the prime motivator for
business sector spending, the area of activity that is undergoing the
sharpest downturn.  In such a situation, which is very unusual in the U.S.
business cycle history, the standard medicine of easier monetary policy
cannot work in its normal time span. 

Such has been the case so far.  We are now 11 months along since
monetary policy began to be aggressively eased and the economy is
continuing to decline.  To the credit of the Federal Reserve, monetary
policy was eased aggressively before the onset of the recession, two
months before the recession as now dated.  Through the contemporary
central bank approach of managing the risks around economic and
inflation prospects, under such a policy, the central bank need not wait for
nor even expect, nor forecast, a recession before taking the appropriate
easing, or in the opposite case, tightening decisions. 

But given the cause and effect of this particular downturn, I think it
becomes absolutely essential to employ fiscal policy stimulus, and soon
in this episode, not all episodes, but this episode, along with the
necessarily easier monetary policy to restart the U.S. economy and set
into motion forces that can begin and build a cumulative upswing.  Stakes
are high in this unique business cycle downturn where both the U.S. and
global economy are in recession.  This is the worst global economic
downturn since 1982.  It is a difficult global economic downturn. 

Since the U.S., in essence, started the downturn, it must be the U.S.
that will have to be the catalyst to reverse it, to be the engine that gets
restarted to reverse a global recession.  Poor economic performance, bad
business and rising unemployment are undesirable in both the U.S. and
elsewhere, but even more so in these times, given the historical record of
political instability that stems from bad economic times let alone to be
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fodder for terrorist activities.  An economic stimulus package totaling 125
to $150 billion, including the increased Federal Government spending
occasioned by the War on Terrorism, in addition to whatever stimulus
will be forthcoming from the personal income tax reductions legislated
last year would be appropriate for the next and subsequent fiscal years
until the U.S. economy is back on its feet. 

Already, some $60 billion to $80 billion of government spending
stimulus appears committed because of the War Against Terrorism, that
we have no choice about, those moneys must be spent for obvious
reasons.  This amount of Federal Government spending will lift aggregate
GDP and growth of real GDP for a time, but will have little lasting effect
in terms of permanent jobs creation, effects on the private sector in terms
of raising productivity and potential growth.

Such is the case in modern economies, unless Federal Government
spending is targeted to enhance productivity and efficiency, perhaps
focusing on education, targeted infrastructure, or new technology
development.  Additional tax reductions to stimulate the economy would
be appropriate, some $60 billion to $70 billion over the next fiscal year
to round out the economic policy stimulus.  The main objective should be
to stimulate the area of the economy that is currently the most depressed,
that is, the business sector, especially since last year's tax reductions were
aimed almost solely at households. 

In order to provide demand-side incentives for business spending and
jobs creation, it is necessary to stimulate the sales of business, hence cash
flow.  This can be done through tax reductions for consumers in order to
raise the growth in consumption spending that has markedly diminished
in recent months and is next in line for recession-like tendencies.
Accelerating the phase-in of the already legislated marginal income tax
reductions would be stimulative and appropriate, particularly for middle
and low income taxpayers.  Accelerating the phase-in of legislative
reductions in higher income tax brackets is more a long-run stimulus than
short-run, so that a quicker phase-in of income tax reductions in what is
to be the 27 percent bracket to 25, taking it to 25 percent, and through
increasing the number of households eligible for the new 10 percent
bracket should be considered.  One advantage of the acceleration of
reductions in the income tax brackets is the permanence of the tax
reductions.  Permanent tax cuts tend to have more beneficial effects on
the economy short- and long-run than temporary tax cuts. 

Of course, with rising unemployment, increased transfers through
extending unemployment benefits – a temporary measure – should also
be put into place.  Total fiscal stimulus of around $130 billion to $150
billion, along with the 40 billion and $50 billion of tax reductions for
individuals coming this year from last year's legislation, is essential to
assure recovery of the economy in 2002. 

The forecast that we carry of recession indicates that we in the world
economy are in the heart and brunt of the downturn now.  The prospect
of recovery in 2002 is reasonably bright, but much less so without
economic policy stimulus. In our quantitative studies, and I must
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emphasize these are approximate, a program roughly approximating $130
billion to $150 billion stimulus, which includes the already mandated
Federal Government spending and tax cuts for individuals, middle and
lower income brackets and accelerated depreciation, would add
something like three-quarter percentage points to one percentage point of
growth to the economy next year.  Without it, the economy might well
not recover in 2002.  The economy ultimately will recover, however. 

Recessions do not stay forever, but we might have to wait until 2003.
Our forecasts for this year, fourth quarter-to-fourth quarter, this fourth
quarter to last fourth quarter, show a decline reflecting the recession that
came into place in March.  From the fourth quarter this year to the fourth
quarter next year, the expectation we have with economic policy stimulus
roughly the amounts for illustrative purposes that I indicated, would be
growth in excess of one percent.  That is not anything to write home
about. 

Without economic policy stimulus, we would be expecting flat or
perhaps negative economic performance over the next year.  

The risks in terms of pluses and minuses looking ahead, in a forecast
sense, to recovery from what is now a very sharp and negative economic
and business picture, reflects a lot of pluses and a lot of negatives.
Certainly the amount of stimulus, monetary and potentially fiscal that is
in the pipeline would be helpful.  Interest rates are at the lowest levels
since the 1960's, with short-term interest rates reduced, as you know, ten
times by the Federal Reserve, 450 points reduction in short-term rates. 

Long-term interest rates, depending which one you look at, are down
by much less, about one-half point.  At one time they were as much as
one percentage point lower than the beginning of the year but not right
now.  These reductions of interest rates normally would do the trick in
turning an economy around, but given the causal sequence that I have
described, the genesis of this downturn, and the global nature of the
recession, the worst global downturn since 1982, I don't think interest
rates alone can possibly do that, and I have not thought that at all since
the beginning of the cuts that the Federal Reserve put into place. 

An economic stimulus package of tax reductions and increased
government spending totaling around $150 billion, if roughly that, passed
out of Congress is a sizable fiscal stimulus to GDP, 1.5 of GDP, one of
the more stimulative fiscal packages in history. 

At the moment, this package is in doubt.  Its presence in the current
unique business cycle downturn is an important ingredient for economic
recovery for next year.  Lower crude oil and energy costs, if maintained,
should raise purchasing power for consumers and businesses.  That is a
plus.  It is like a tax cut.  Then you have the funds released for mortgage
refinancing available to consumers to spend or save, and, of course, still
very strong and positive long-run structural fundamentals of the U.S.
economy, a permanently higher trend in productivity growth than
previously, a strongly competitive workforce and management, and a
pro-growth business environment, a pro-growth administration and a
pro-growth Federal Reserve.  There is no reason not to be.  Inflation is not
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a risk at this time.  Despite all these pluses, the recession has rolled on in
the U.S. and global economy for quite some time, and there are no signs
of any turnaround yet in the data that we watch. 

Some minuses and problems: one is that lower interest rates and
easier money do little to stimulate business spending in the U.S. and
global economy when it is depressed and when there is considerable
overcapacity.  Permanently higher sales, earnings, cash flow and
expansion opportunities are necessary for business to spend aggressively.
Second is the reliquification of household balance sheets by consumers
that is being reflected in a rising personal savings rate as households use
funds released through tax cuts and mortgage refinancing to rebalance the
imbalances in household financial positions that arose in the boom.  Yet
another impediment to recovery lies in the global downturn, intensifying
now in several major regions of the world.  Japan is in an intensifying
recession, Southeast Asia is declining, Germany is in recession, the
Eurozone might be in recession, and of course the U.S. is.

The final minus is non-economic, and it is the terrorist event and its
aftermath, along with the uncertainty, the risks, and increased costs that
terrorism presents to the U.S. and world economies, we do not know what
lies ahead in that area. 

So when will recovery come, by-and-large?  The question as to when
we will recover, whether and how much help we need from policy, lies
in answers to two simple questions:  The first is what will make business
spend?  How long will it take before business begins to produce more,
rebuild inventories and spend for capital goods and for expansion, most
importantly to hire people, not to fire people?  The second revolves
around the consumer and how much, if any, tax reductions or funds
released in mortgage refinancing will be spent and how much will be
saved.  Ultimately every business sector downturn gives way to an
upturn.  That is simply the inherent internal mechanisms of the business
cycle that produce a revival.  Where policy can help and should do so is
in jump starting the process of accumulative upturn.  Once done to the
United States given the leverage of the U.S. economy on the rest of the
world, the global economy likely will be helped as well. 

The U.S. has to lead the global economy out of a global recession or
the U.S. will suffer the consequences of the global recession, which might
not be pleasant.  In the best of circumstances, economic recovery could
come in the first quarter.  That is unlikely.  In the worst of circumstances,
economic recovery might not start until 2003, very unlikely particularly
if an economic stimulus package is passed.  Most likely economic
recovery should begin somewhere around the middle of next year, making
this recession, the tenth since World War II, one of the longest, almost as
long as the 16-month episodes in each of 1973-75 and 1979-80.  Thank
you. 
[The prepared statement of Dr. Sinai appears in the Submission for the
Record on page 69.]

Representative Saxton.  [Presiding.]  Thank you very much, Dr.
Sinai. 
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Dr. Thorning. 
OPENING STATEMENT OF DR. MARGO THORNING,
SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF ECONOMIST,
AMERICAN COUNCIL FOR CAPITAL FORMATION

Dr. Thorning.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Is this on?
Representative Saxton.  You might want to lower it just a bit.  There

you go.
Dr. Thorning.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the

Committee.  I very much appreciate the chance to appear before you
today to talk about the very important topic of tax stimulus and short run,
and I hope long-run promotion of U.S. economic growth.  I am chief
economist and senior vice president of the American Council for Capital
Formation, a broad-based, bipartisan group that focuses on promoting
saving investment, long-term economic growth and sound regulatory and
environmental policies. 

Today the central themes of my testimony are that tax cuts can help
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I want to bring to your attention the very harsh treatment of saving
and particularly investment here in the U.S.  If you will look at table 1 in
my testimony, data prepared by Harvard professor Dale Jorgenson,
indicate that in 1982 after the Tax Reform Act, the Economic Tax Reform
Act of 1981, the tax rate on new equipment investment was essentially
zero, in other words, the equivalent of expensing first year write-off, but
by 1996, the tax rate on new equipment was up to 36 percent.  For all
assets, the tax rate rose from 31 to 40 percent. 

And I would also like to focus you on figure two, which shows the
tax rate on foreign source investment, and that is data prepared by the
Progressive Policy Institute, the Democratic policy think tank.  Foreign
source investment is taxed very harshly, about 43 percent here in the U.S.
compared to say 24 percent in Germany.  Those tax rates make it harder
for our multinationals to do business abroad, to be competitive and to
repatriate income, which benefits all shareholders, and I would like to
point out that in that, in the U.S., half our households own equities now.

So of the approximately 90 million households, 45 million are
shareholders.  So what happens to multinationals as far as income does
have a bearing on their eventual prosperity.  Second documentation of the
harsh foreign source taxation is in figure 3.  That data shows how a
financial service firm faces tax rates as much as 143 percent higher than
its competitors in trying to sell a financial product like insurance in a third
country such as Taiwan.  Other countries tax foreign source income far
more lightly or not at all and that gives their firms a competitive
advantage. 

Another way of documenting the very high taxation of new
investment in the U.S. is a new study that we are releasing today, the
ACCF Center for Policy Research commissioned work by Arthur
Andersen to take a look at how 14 countries around the world tax
investments in electricity generation, transmission, distribution facilities
as well as pollution control equipment, and I am just picking one asset. 

If you turn to table two in my testimony, you will see an array of
countries in column – in the fifth column over you can see the tax
treatment of combined heat and power facilities which allow companies
to produce power for their own use and heat on their own – at their own
facility or to sell it back into the grid, and you can see that after five
years, a U.S. firm recovers only 29 cents of every dollar of investment
whereas other countries around the world, for example, China, you
recover 45 cents of every dollar; Germany, 51 cents of every dollar after
five years, and some of the countries like Colombia, Malaysia, Thailand,
you have gotten 90 cents back of every dollar of investment. 

So trying to invest in assets that not only are important to strengthen
our electricity distribution and production system as well as reduce CO2
emissions and reduce other emissions, have begun to switch, is
handicapped by a very slow capital cost recovery in the U.S. as well as by
environmental regulations that need to be streamlined like new source
review. 
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These two factors make it rather uneconomic to try to invest in this
type of asset.  And as a quick aside, I would like to point out that the
Clinton administration, in its Climate Technology Initiative, supported
shortening depreciable lives for combined head and power facilities to 15
years, and the Bush administration has also proposed in its national
energy plan reducing depreciable lives.  So this is an example of an asset
that is treated very harshly under the tax code ,and, given what we saw in
yesterday's paper that the terrorists are going to target our gas pipelines
and our electricity facilities, it is really important to build redundancy into
the system. 

So I just would like to point that out as a poster child of why the U.S.
tax system needs reform.  Another thing that we need to focus on is repeal
of the AMT, and of course, that proposal is contained in the House bill
along with the proposals for accelerated depreciation. 

As the previous witness said, it is procyclical.  If you are already
down, it forces you down further and retention of the AMT in the Tax
Code is going to make it harder to claw our way out of this current
downturn.  It's a bad tax that raises the cost of capital.  It makes it more
expensive to invest and it increases uncertainty, and it definitely should
be repealed. 

Let me ask the question:  Can any of the tax stimulus options help in
the short run?  I would like to focus your attention on the results of a
study that the witness at the right, Dr. Allen Sinai did for the American
Council for Capital Formation.  If you take a look at Table 5 in my
testimony, you can see that using his large general equilibrium model, Dr.
Sinai modeled the impact of four different tax stimulus proposals. 

As you can see, all of the options, including reducing capital gains
rates for individuals and corporations; option two was corporate income
tax cuts, taking the corporate income tax down from 35 percent to 23
percent; option three was accelerating depreciation by reducing
depreciable lives by 25 percent for all assets and reducing real estate from
39 years to 25 years; and then option four, which is the combined impact
of the other three, have very positive impacts on real GDP in both the
short run and the longer term resulting – for example, Option 4, which is
corporate rate cuts, accelerated depreciation, and capital gains gives, on
average, $250 billion extra GDP a year as well as extra investment at a
reasonable price tag of around $100 billion a year. 

Accelerated depreciation alone generates about $65 billion real GDP
and costs only about seven billion dollars a year, and that is because
depreciation if you accelerate that means your write-offs end sooner.  So
it is really a timing issue as far as the revenue impact.  So to answer the
question, can tax policy change – can fiscal policy changes stimulate the
economy in the short run, I think the answer is certainly yes, and in the
long run, it is absolutely true. 

The vast body of public finance scholars who have looked at tax
policy from people like Dale Jorgenson at Harvard and John Shovin at
Stanford and Dr. Sinai, and many others, which I will be glad to submit
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for the record, show that switching toward lighter taxation of investment
will generate much higher growth in the long run. 

And another study that we are introducing today, a new study also by
Dr. Sinai, looks at the impact of what the U.S. economic picture would
have looked like if we had switched to a consumed income tax in 1991
where all investment is written off in the first year, all saving is tax
deductible, and no interest is deductible.  That is a pure consumed income
tax.  And the results of his simulation are shown in table six of my
testimony.  If we had a consumed income tax from 1991 on through 2004,
GDP growth would have been about five percent greater.  The level of
GDP would have been about five percent higher.  Investment would have
been as much as 35 percent higher.  The S&P 500 would have been
higher and Federal tax receipts would, over the latter part of the
stimulation period, would have been higher due to the stronger growth.
So it would have paid for itself.

Finally, I would like to make the point that moving toward using the
legislation that is being discussed in the House and the Senate, using
some of the provisions in there to move us not only toward a short-term
stimulus and positive impact on some investment spending, but would
enable us to build a foundation for a stronger prosperity in the long run;
so if we could combine tax policy stimulus, such as I have described with
regulatory reform, move those forward on two tracks, we would end up
stronger than when we went into the recession. 

And there is also other legislation out there to build on, such as the
bill, introduced by Senators Craig and Murkowski.  I think it is 1293,
which is calling for tax incentives to encourage the very type energy
investment and clean coal type investments that we need to not only
provide strong growth and ability in electrical generating capacity, but
also a cleaner environment. 

So the foundation is there and the proposals are there to work with
and I urge Members of Congress to seriously look at these options and
move forward.  Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Thorning appears in the Submissions for
the Record on page 85.]

Representative Dunn.  [Presiding.] Thank you very much, Dr.
Thorning. 

Representative Dunn.  May we hear from you, Dr. Blinder. 
OPENING STATEMENT OF DR. ALAN S. BLINDER, 

GORDON S. RENTSCHLER MEMORIAL PROFESSOR OF
ECONOMICS, PRINCETON UNIVERSITY

Dr. Blinder.  Yes.  Thank you very much, may I say, Madam
Chairman? – I am looking at the chair you are sitting in – and Members
of the Committee.  As I was preparing the testimony, it occurred to me
that if you reverse the word “outlook,” you get “look out.”  That is rather
the way I feel about the outlook for the U.S. economy at the moment.
Forecasting the economy has always been a hazardous occupation.  But
today we have layered on top of the usual economic uncertainties – that
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we know something about – a need to cope with a host of extremely
unusual geopolitical uncertainties, all of which, in my view, make
forecasting nearly impossible at the moment.  But frankly, they also make
me worry much more about downside risk than upside risk. 

There is, I hasten to say, a happy scenario leading to a sharp,
v-shaped recession and recovery.  But I call this the "everything goes
right" scenario because, among the things that must happen to follow this
sharp v are the following.  First of all, Congress must pass a sensible, and
I emphasize the word “sensible,” stimulus bill in short order, and I
emphasize “short order” as well. 

Second, oil prices must remain low.  Third, there must be no more
serious confidence-shattering acts of terrorism in the United States.
Fourth, the war in Afghanistan must continue to go well.  Fifth, the war
must not spread to the Persian Gulf, which could cause another oil shock
or, say, destabilize Pakistan.  And you can easily add other things to the
list.  In this “everything goes right” scenario, we might have another
negative fourth quarter, the one we are living in right now, a first quarter
of next year that has real GDP growth maybe slightly positive or slightly
negative – a zero plus or minus – and then start registering substantially
positive growth numbers by the second quarter and continuing thereafter.

The recession of 2001-02 would then be no worse than and probably
milder than the recession of 1990-91.  The reasons for that optimistic
view are well known.  Falling oil prices, monetary policy, and fiscal
policy are all stimulating the economy and inventories have been drawn
down to very low levels, which should lead to a strong inventory upswing
once sales starts to recover. 

The problem is, I don't know how to attach probabilities to the events
that I just listed under the “everything goes right” scenario, and I don't
think anybody else in the world does either.  But I am very worried that
the probability that all these things turn out favorably cannot be very
high.  And if one or more of the things on my list goes wrong, I fear we
could be in for a severe, and perhaps lengthy, recession. 

In that regard, I would like to remind you that the economy was
extremely weak prior to September 11.

And only the intrepid American consumer was keeping the economy
afloat at that time.  In addition, the terrorist attacks were a blow not only
to consumer confidence, which is what everybody speaks about, but much
more importantly to jobs and to incomes.  The standard cycle that we see
in business cycle after business cycle – of lower spending leading to
layoffs that lead to more spending – has barely begun.  It is not that we
are at the end of this process.  I think we are really in the early stages of
that part of the cycle.  And the core problem here, now and in the
near-term future, is a lack of demand from these sources. 

And as Allen Sinai emphasized correctly, this is a worldwide event.
We are not going to get help from abroad to lift the U.S. economy out of
this recession.  The solution is going to be made in the United States.
While the Federal Reserve is doing its part, the well-known lags in the
effects of monetary policy that have been mentioned here this morning
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several times mean that the steps that the Federal Reserve has taken since
the terrorist attack on September 11 will be relevant only to the shape of
the recovery.  They will have nothing whatsoever to do with the severity
of the recession. 

There are, however, fiscal measures that can impact the economy
much sooner than that, if only Congress would enact them.  Many
economists and other citizens are dismayed that Congress has been
dithering over the stimulus for more than two months and now appears to
be deadlocked.  When I read in the papers about tax cuts or spending
programs that may take effect in the spring or even later, I wonder what
Members of Congress can be thinking about.  This is not a partisan
remark.  Both Republicans and Democrats are to blame.  But it is well
past time to get beyond this partisanship and enact a genuine stimulus bill,
and I mean one that really adds spending. 

As you think about this subject, I would like to suggest two simple
and very nonpartisan tests to determine whether some candidate proposal
is really an appropriate part of the stimulus package in the current
environment.  And these two tests are actually rather similar to remarks
Senator Reed made early on.  First a look at the numbers that come out
of the CBO, and see if at least 80 percent of the costs of the proposal are
incurred in the first year.  I would actually prefer 100 percent, but will
accept 80 – we can grade this on the curve.  If that is not the case, the
economy is not going to get very much stimulus bang for the budgetary
buck soon.  I am not talking about over a five- or 10-year horizon, but
within a year. 

The second test is customization or tailoring, and the question to be
asked here is whether people who are now advocating this policy were
also advocating it a year or two ago, and will they also want it a year or
two from now.  If this is the case, this is probably not a policy tailored to
the current situation.  And we have heard many, many examples of that.

Proposals that fail to meet these two criteria may or may not be sound
policy.  That is the sort of thing that needs to be debated.  But they cannot
legitimately be considered a short-run stimulus.  And I think you are all
aware that most of the proposals included in the House bill and several of
those under consideration in the Senate fail on one or both of these
criterion. 

With your indulgence, I would like to outline my own suggestion for
breaking the deadlock in a bipartisan way.  I made it first in an op
ed-piece in The New York Times exactly two months ago.  The original
proposal was that Congress should offer to replace the revenue lost by
any state that reduces its sales tax by one or two percentage points for one
year.  But now that time has elapsed, I can see a case for a shorter time
period and a deeper tax cut, maybe two to four percentage points over six
months. 

Some of you may be familiar with a first cousin of this proposal
which was offered by Senators Murray and Snowe.  Their proposal would
drive the tax rate all the way to zero, but my understanding was for only
10 days – though I did hear Chairman Saxton mention a month an hour
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or two ago.  The spirit of this proposal is exactly right, and it passes the
two tests that I offered you with flying colors, and I applaud both
Senators for making this proposal.  But our economy is not facing a
10-day problem.  The central idea behind a temporary cut in sales taxes
is to induce consumers to bring their spending forward into the low-tax
period.  But we are not going to shorten the recession if consumer
spending booms for 10 days and then on day 11 begins to sag again; 30
days would be better; 90 days would be better yet, and so on. 

A temporary sales tax cut has many virtues.  You will notice, first of
all, that it is strikingly nonpartisan.  For Republicans, it is 100 percent tax
cuts, not government spending.  You have heard the debate over the
virtues of those two approaches here this morning.  For Democrats, it is
a cut in the tax that has long been viewed as regressive. 

Secondly, the proposal cuts taxes only where tax cuts will do the
economy good.  Every single dollar of tax cut is targeted directly on
consumer spending, which is where I believe we need to concentrate our
fire in the short term. 

Third, making an income tax cut or a payroll tax cut temporary
weakens its impact on spending, but making a sales tax cut temporary
strengthens it – and that is the incentive idea beyond the proposal. 

Fourth, the sales tax cut is as simple, legislatively and ad-
ministratively, as can be imagined.  The structure of the tax in each state
is, of course, already set up, and Congress wouldn't tamper with that.  At
the state level, the necessary enabling legislation could be one line long.
In my home state and Senator Corzine's home state of New Jersey, for
example, it could read as follows:  The basic rate of sales taxation is
reduced from six percent to four percent for the sixth month period
January 1, 2002 through June 30, 2002.  End of bill. 

Fifth, and related, a sales tax cut of this nature will convey a simple
and intelligible message to citizens in a way that a complicated
hodgepodge bill never does.  Ordinary Americans will not only see that
Congress has done something to help the economy, they will immediately
perceive that the tax cut is designed to help them spend more money.  It’s
something they can very easily get their arms around. 

Last and certainly not least, this measure will improve the ailing fiscal
positions of the states, which was mentioned earlier.  If the tax cuts
succeed in increasing sales volume, then the state Treasury not only gets
back what it otherwise would have had, but actually comes out ahead.
This feature of the proposal is not an accident.  We all know that states
and localities typically raise their taxes and cut their spending during
recessions, which weakens the economy.  More revenue into the state
from whatever source – and this is an example – will cushion the blow.

Now, I have to confess that when I published this proposal on
September 28, I did not expect an immediate ground swell of both parties
to jump on board this bandwagon.  My hope then was that, in the event
of a partisan deadlock down the road, Congress might look for a way out
that was acceptable to both Democrats and Republicans.  Looking at this
from the outside, as a citizen, it looks like we are now at that point. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, and good
luck with your deliberations. 

Representative Saxton.  Thank you very much, Dr. Blinder.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Blinder appears in the Submissions for the
Record on page 98.]

Representative Saxton.  Dr. Yellen, the floor is yours.  
OPENING STATEMENT OF DR. JANET YELLEN, 

EUGENE E. AND CATHERINE M. TREFETHEN PROFESSOR
OF BUSINESS AND ECONOMICS, HAAS ECONOMIC

ANALYSIS AND POLICY GROUP;
PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS,

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY
Dr. Yellen.  Chairman Saxton, Vice Chairman Reed, Members of the

Committee, thank you for inviting me to testify on the economic outlook.
In my opinion, the U.S. economy is at a critical juncture, and the
decisions this Congress makes about the economic stimulus package
matter both to the short-term economic outlook and also our longer-term
prospects. 

In my remarks I would like to summarize my views, and I would ask
that the full statement I submitted be included in the record.  

Before the attacks, the U.S. economy was in the midst of a growth
recession, a period of growth well below the economy's potential.  Such
subpar performance results in greater slack in labor markets and lower
capacity utilization.  The terrorist attacks then dealt a substantial blow to
an already weak economy.  The most important economic risk now is of
further retrenchment of capital and consumer spending. 

Americans are naturally more uncertain and more apprehensive, and
in the face of such uncertainty, deferring significant spending
commitments, whether for capital expenditures or consumer outlays, is a
rational response.  Declines in capital goods orders suggest that just such
a response is now in progress.  The ripples from reduced spending will
cause additional job and income losses, exacerbating the downturn.
Recent signs are not unambiguously negative, but I believe most
indicators are unsettling, including yesterday's decline in consumer
confidence to its lowest level in seven years. 

There are legitimate grounds for optimism that the economy will
rebound during the coming year with growth returning to trend or
possibly above, and that optimism has been reflected in stock prices since
the attacks.  But what actually happens depends critically both on the
progress of the war on terrorism and also the decisions that Congress and
the administration make now about the future course of fiscal policy. 

Fiscal policy is already providing meaningful stimulus to the
economy, and the question is whether additional stimulus beyond already
enacted steps is needed.  My answer is yes, but only if the package is
properly designed.  Even if the recession proves short-lived, there is no
guarantee that the recovery will be strong enough to reduce
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unemployment and eliminate economic slack.  The extra boost to demand
from a stimulus package could speed the return to full employment and
mitigate the considerable downside risk the economy now faces.  But to
stabilize rather than destabilize the economy, the stimulus must come now
when it is needed and not after the economy has recovered, when it would
be counterproductive. 

The stimulus must also be temporary to avoid harm to the long-term
budget outlook.  Actions that undermine the longer-term position of the
Federal budget will reduce national saving and jeopardize long-term
growth.  They could also drive up long-term interest rates, which would
reduce interest-sensitive spending, deepening and not shortening the
recession. 

With fiscal policy the potential for bad policy is so great that a
stimulus package could do more harm than good.  I would rather see no
stimulus package than a badly designed one that wastes crucial Federal
dollars, provides little or no positive short-term stimulus, erodes national
saving, drives up long-term interest rates and diminishes the ability of the
Federal budget to meet the needs of an aging population. 

As Senator Reed mentioned, Alan Blinder, George Akerlof, and I
were among the 14 economists who recently signed an open letter to
Senators Daschle and Lott urging them to lead the Senate in coming up
with a stimulus package that would actually do more good than harm.
We discussed two principles that a stimulus package should satisfy, and
these principles have been endorsed on a bipartisan basis by the leaders
of the House and Senate Budget Committees. 

First, policies should be targeted to increase spending immediately.
The purpose of a stimulus package should be to complement monetary
policy in raising aggregate demand.  The package should not primarily
focus on raising aggregate supply, since a shortfall in demand, not a
shortfall in supply, is the problem facing the U.S. economy now. 

Second, the stimulus package should be temporary and phased out
when the economy recovers.  Unfortunately the House economic recovery
bill violates both principles. 

The bill is heavily directed towards business tax relief, yet the
provisions of the bill, such as the repeal of the corporate AMT and refund
of AMT credits and the change in subpart F regulations, will have little
or no immediate impact on investment spending.  These are pure
windfalls for businesses.  Because these provisions create no meaningful
incentives for investment, they provide no stimulus.  The best investment
incentive under discussion, in my view, would be a temporary provision
allowing partial expensing of investment.  This targets new investment
and could create a potent incentive due to its “use it or lose it” feature,
which would speed up investment.  But to stimulate the economy now,
the window for that incentive, I believe, should be much less than three
years. 

The House bill also contains provisions for individual tax relief, but,
again, with one notable exception, these provisions also violate the
economists' two principles.  The proposal to accelerate implementation
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of the 25 percent income tax rate and the cut in capital gains taxes are
extremely costly and provide little or no stimulus.  The attacks are no
reason to accelerate the tax cuts enacted last spring.  Instead, given the
new demands on the Federal budget to meet security needs, I believe they
are a good reason to reconsider them. 

The one provision in H.R. 3090 which meets the principles endorsed
in the economists' letter and would be highly effective in a stimulus
package is the proposed rebate for individuals that did not receive a full
rebate last summer.  The bang per buck for these payments would be
substantial because the benefits go disproportionately to low- and
moderate-income workers, and such workers are typically
liquidity-constrained and spend a large share of extra income.  A
temporary rebate also avoids damage to the long-run budget. 

In my view, a solid case can also be made for several stimulus
measures that are not included in the House bill.  I would support
Professor Blinder's proposed temporary cut in state sales taxes, financed
from general revenues, if the plan can be implemented quickly. 

Another promising stimulus measure is to enhance the unemployment
insurance system along the lines suggested by Alan Krueger and Wendell
Primus, particularly to update eligibility rules for the UI program which
mainly exclude part-time workers. 

Temporary additional allocations for safety net programs like food
stamps, WIC or housing subsidies, I believe, would also provide effective
stimulus targeted towards those truly in need.  I think increased Federal
transfers to state and local governments whose budgets have been
adversely impacted by the economic downturn are also worthy of
inclusion in the stimulus package.  These units are forced by balanced
budget requirements to adjust through either spending cuts or tax
increases, and responses of those types exacerbate the downturn. 

Of course, additional spending for defense, public health, to counter
bioterrorism, to beef up security or for other high-priority reasons is also
effective stimulus and would help improve confidence. 

Let me stop there.  I welcome your questions.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Yellen appears in the Submissions for the
Record on page 102.]

Representative Saxton.  Thank you very much.  I just have one final
question that I would like to ask.  Dr. Yellen, thank you.  That was a very
nice statement. 

Dr. Blinder mentioned that it would appear that our legislative
process has become stalemated.  I hope that is only a temporary
phenomenon, but if it is true, it is because those of us who are here have
some beliefs that are rooted, we think, in some significant logical
positions, and therefore, we put our ideas forward, and as usually happens
around here, we come to some kind of an agreement through the process,
usually in a conference committee, which we haven't been able to arrange
to get to yet. 
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But let me just lay out what my beliefs are and ask each of you to
respond to them.  First I believe that the economy was doing very well,
and then several things happened.  As I mentioned earlier, we collectively
became, for some reason, concerned about inflation in early 1999, and as
a result, we saw significant short-term interest rate increases.  That is
factor number one from what I can see. 

Factor number two is that very shortly thereafter, energy prices
started to go up.  And if you believe as I do that the economy depends on
robust production and economic activity, and if you believe that those
factors have a tendency slow it down, as I do, then you can see how we
have started to become a troubled economy. 

Thirdly, as the cost of production increased, it appears to me that
because profits fell, the stock market began to suffer, and we saw the
wealth factor that has been mentioned here today become more of a
negative factor than it had – as it had previously been a positive factor. 

All that together, it seems to me, provided for an atmosphere in which
the economy would not do very well, and that is exactly what happened.

Finally, as has been mentioned here by each of you, the economic
effects of the terrorist acts in terms of again increasing the costs in our
economy for production and commerce, security tax and terrorist attacks
has increased costs of doing business because of these factors and has
added another increased cost of doing business and making profit, which
is what our economy turns on.  And so those are the things that I see as
things that need to be fixed.  Now, whether you fix them with a
short-term fix or long-term fix I suppose is a matter of some discussion,
but I happen to believe, as was true in the 1960s and as was true in the
1980s and 1990s, that people who are planning to make investments and
people who are planning to be productive do so over the long haul and
not over the short haul, and therefore, I tend to come down on the side of
tax fixes which encourage long-term growth as well as short-term growth.

If you would each just take a minute or two at the most to capsulize
your thoughts, starting perhaps with Dr. Sinai. 

Dr. Sinai.  The framework you presented for the downturn is due to
a number of respects.  I would offer that those factors, along with
something outside of those factors, led to a decline in business spending
across-the-board in all areas.  The decline in the rate of growth from the
boom, in the pace of growth – and it is somewhat technical, but when you
change the growth rate, even if that growth is still positive, what comes
into play is something technically called in economics accelerator effects
and reverberates through shifting growth in a negative way.  Business
cycles begin from that source.  What I am saying is that we had a negative
demand shock from the U.S. business sector as a prime mover of this
downturn, and the terrorist attack I view as a second negative demand
shock which is reverberating through now.  What you mentioned is true.
It is just that quantitatively I would suggest this source was very big. 

So how do you fix it?  I might in this episode, this particular time,
given that we started with a budget surplus, which is very important and
that we worked hard to achieve – and many people at this table and in this
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room worked hard with political sacrifice – given that we started with a
surplus, that the way out, if we have to spend money to fight the War
Against Terrorism – we have no choice on that – I think is to do
additional tax cuts that benefit short and long run.  So I am with you on
trying to kill two birds with one stone – the short-run stimulus and the
long-run supply-side pluses, that once the economy is up and running
from the demand side, that come into play in a very positive way.  

The debate in Washington is very much over the nitty-gritty of what
that is, but if I have to come down on one side or the other in this episode
for this time, I would come down on the side of more tax cuts, well
thought out; I think mostly permanent, because temporary tax cuts don't
have the same effect as permanent tax cuts do. 

Dr. Thorning.  I would just like to add – kind of second Allen Sinai's
thoughts about tax cuts.  As I pointed out in my testimony, I feel that
should be the largest component of any tax stimulus plan, especially tax
cuts that will enhance our productive capacity not only in the short run,
but in the long run where it is going to become a drag if we don't.  And
I would like to focus on the fact that the U.S. is losing competitiveness
because of our Tax Code. 

I often tell people that the U.S. business succeeds as well as it does
in spite of the Tax Code, not because of it.  So I would like to focus
people on how other countries around the world – for example, in the
European Union corporate tax rates have come down from an average of
34 percent in 1995 to 31.7 percent in 2000, and the trend is downward.
Our rate is still at 35 percent.  We are not keeping abreast of
developments around the world where taxation on investment is being
lightened, and in the long run as well as the short run, that is going to
hurt. 

I also would like to focus on the stepchild often in economic policy,
which is regulatory reform.  I think that could be a very helpful,
cost-effective component to stimulate short- and long-term growth. 

And finally, I would like to reiterate what Dr. Sinai said about
temporary tax cuts, even those tax cuts accelerating depreciation included
in the House bill, only three years, and for many type of business, three
years is not long enough to get a plant or a design up and running.  So I
think the focus should be right now on moving this toward more or less
permanent tax cuts for investment that will help in the short run to some
extent, and certainly will be – have a very large bang for the buck in the
long run.

Dr. Blinder.  Mr. Chairman, I agree with your diagnosis of the causes
of the slowdown very much, with just two small footnotes.  One is that in
addition to the stock market crash, to which you alluded, there was a real
technology investment crash.  There was irrational exuberance both in the
financial evaluation of these assets and the amount of the stuff that our
markets produced.  Allen Sinai made a reference to that. 

The second small footnote is that I do think that the terrorist attacks
on September 11 were the real trigger.  I was not convinced we were
going to have a recession if that didn't happen.  To me, it was 50-50.  But
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I would not emphasize the additions to business costs, which are there and
are legitimate and will continue to be a long-run concern.  I agree with
that completely.  But I would emphasize the short run and potentially
devastating effects it is having on demand, on spending and consumer
confidence. 

In terms of remedies, the proposal that I advanced is a tax cut, though
not the sort of tax cut that you were alluding to.  I don't think that is the
only way to do it, but for the reasons I gave, it is a potentially very fast
way to do it.  And speed is of the essence here.  The kinds of proposals
that you are making reference to have been debated on and off in the
United States – and you know this better than I – since the late 1970s,
right through the 1980s, right through the 1990s.  There are people on
both sides.  Various things have happened at various times.  Most of the
arguments for reductions in the taxation of capital – and there are many,
many variants – have been argued on the basis that this is a way to insure
more saving, not spending.  But more saving is just not what we need
right now.  It may be what we need – and I will come back to that in a
second – for the long term.  But right now, we need spending, not
savings.  So I don't think savings incentives are the remedy for the current
emergency situation that we are in. 

On that last point, as part of the ongoing debate over capital taxation,
one must always remember that a revenue loss reduces national saving.
By contrast, the remedy that we as a nation latched onto in the 1990s was
that potentially the best way to spur private saving and capital formation
was to do more government saving by turning the deficit into a surplus.
We did that amazingly successfully, and I think not by coincidence we
had the greatest investment boom in history.

Dr. Yellen.  I would agree with much of what you said about the
causes of the slowdown in the economy.  In 1999, we had an economy
that was overheating.  The Fed did tighten policy.  I think the energy price
hike eroded consumer ability to spend on a wide range of products.  And
then, of course, the collapse of the NASDAQ bubble and some
overinvestment in things like telecom – I believe there is some overhang
of capital equipment – has diminished investment dramatically. 

At the moment the economy mainly suffers from a demand shortfall
and not a supply problem.  I think this is very important, because to get
the right prescription here, we need to understand what the malady is.
And in my view, the major malady of the U.S. economy right now is a
shortfall in demand. 

One of the reasons that investment is sluggish and will continue to be
so is because capacity utilization is so low, and that is because demand is
depressed.  The major thing we should be thinking about now is not
supply-side incentives for long-term growth, but doing something to
stimulate demand and doing it immediately.  Proposals that will operate
on the household side to stimulate spending, Professor Blinder's proposal
or rebates for low-income consumers will all have a positive impact on
investment because when consumers spend more, firms will have more
orders.  They will hire more people.  Capacity utilization will rise, and
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more firms will end up spending in order to build capacity to fill new
orders. 

In my own view, if the focus is to raise investment spending, a better
way to do it is to put more money in the pockets of consumers so they
buy more goods and create more orders than by giving direct incentives
of the sort under consideration to businesses to invest when you are in a
downturn and firms have excess capacity. 

On the issue of permanent versus temporary incentives for businesses:
as I mentioned in my statement, I believe the single most effective
business incentive would be a temporary investment tax credit or
accelerated depreciation provision.  Like Professor Blinder's proposal for
a temporary sales tax holiday or reduction in the sales tax, these
incentives create a window of opportunity, and for those businesses that
continue to invest, and there are a lot of them, you are saying to them:
“look, don't wait.  I know it is desirable in uncertain times to wait, but you
have an opportunity.  Spend right now, right now in the next year, and
you can get that tax break.”  Economists believe that a temporary
investment tax credit is a more powerful incentive than a permanent
credit. 

Now, with respect to long-run tax policy, I believe you have made the
point that there are distortions involved in raising taxes.  This is a
statement that would command broad support among economists.  It is
costly and distorts incentives to raise revenue.  And so the notion of
cutting taxes, whether it is on businesses or households, always seems
attractive because you can point to distortions that would be reduced.
The reason, though, that we have those distortions is that we need to raise
money in order to finance needed government spending, and to cut taxes
without cutting government spending has exactly the adverse effects that
Professor Blinder just explained.  If we don't have needless government
spending to cut – and I don't see where that needless government
spending is – on the contrary, I see right now the need for more spending.
When you cut taxes and don't cut spending, then you are reducing
national saving, and what that means is you drive up interest rates.  It is
an improper analysis of business incentives to say all that only taxes
matter.  Interest rates matter, too, and if you cut taxes in a way that raises
interest rates, at the end of the day, you may do nothing positive for
growth.

Representative Saxton.  Let me, in turning to Senator Reed, just
observe that we are probably going to end up with a package that includes
probably some of all of that.  We have an administration that would tend
to agree with Dr. Sinai and Dr. Thorning, and we have a House-passed
package that does the same.  We have a strong body of belief of – a
position in the Senate which would agree strongly with Dr. Blinder and
Dr.  Yellen.  We have a Minority in the Senate, which the Majority in the
Senate needs to pass anything, that would agree more with Dr. Sinai and
Dr. Thorning.  So when we get something to the conference committee,
I suspect there will be a great deal of talk and a great deal of compromise,
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and we will see a package that nobody will be totally happy with, but
there will be some of your ideas, undoubtedly all of you, in that package.

I think this demonstrates – and I know my friend from Rhode Island
will agree – that there are many ideas about how to stimulate the
economy, most of which have been thoroughly discussed here today.
And so we look forward sometime between now and when we leave town
to having something that we will probably ask for your comments on
again after we get a package.

Dr. Sinai.  Mr. Chairman, if I might just say, that outcome wouldn't
be so bad.  The outcome you just described, which is some of the ideas of
all of us and others, wouldn't be so bad.  The bad thing would be if
nothing happened before you went home for the holidays. 

The combination of some of what the Democratic side of the Senate
is suggesting, which involved some policies that would help consumer
spending, and something like what I have discussed, cutting the tax rates
for middle- to lower-income families who would spend more of that –
you notice I didn't say upper-income families.  I said middle- to
lower-income families.  That would increase consumer spending.  We
will get more spending out of the government whether we want it or not.
That sets the backdrop for help to business.  When they see better sales
and better earnings, then something like accelerated depreciation will
target them on capital spending, and that in turn will get the whole cycle
going along with the inherent stuff that makes business cycles and
recessions eventually end. 

But be sure to get something done.  Don't walk out of here – and I am
sure it won't happen this way – going home for Christmas without giving
the American people some sort of “Christmas gift.”

Representative Saxton.  Senator Reed.
Senator Reed.  Thanks very much.  And let me follow up on a couple

of points that were raised previously. 
Senator Corzine pointed to the Federal Reserve's model that showed

Government spending in the short-run certainly has a higher multiplier
than the comparable tax cuts.  Dr. Sinai, does your model reflect that
also?

Dr. Sinai.  Yes, Senator Reed, it does.  Government spending has a
multiplier effect early on the first year of something a little over one.  The
Fed model might have it a little higher than that.  And then it fades
because of feedback effects in the economy, including expectational
effects.  Depending on the kind of Federal spending, if it also affects
productivity, so-called supply side of the economy – and I mentioned
several of those – education, certain kinds of infrastructure, types of
expenditures, then it has positive and lasting long-run effects. 

Tax policy actually has longer lags, both those for consumers – even
the ones we are talking about today in our model – than does the
government spending stimulus.  So it is a tricky problem.  You have to
make decisions.  If you only say, let's get GDP right away fast, you might
say let us pump G.  Guess what?  G.  You know who did that?  Japan did
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that.  Look at where they are now, with huge deficits and huge debt.
They basically got nowhere with it.  They have not done any tax cuts at
all.  So many of us think that if they had done that and spent their money
that way, Japan would be in better shape now today than it is.

Senator Reed.  Japan has other problems.  Banks are absolutely
distressed. 

One other point you made in your opening remarks is that you would
favor the acceleration of the 28 percent income tax cut bracket or
expansion of the 10 percent bracket.  But you thought that accelerating
the very top marginal rate reductions would not have much effect in
stimulating the economy.  The administration is arguing for reduction of
all levels.  So you would differ with the administration on that one.

Dr. Sinai.  Yes.  I would differ with the administration on that.  I
think the phase-in of the higher marginal tax rates for upper-income
families is a savings stimulus and not consumption stimulus, and it is
more of a long-run measure.  Like my colleagues on the panel, I do agree
we have a demand shortfall now, and that is what we need to deal with,
and taking an existing legislative policy is a little less difficult.  If you
accelerate the phase-in, it is just several years into lower withholding tax
schedules, which looks to consumers like it is permanent, rather than
rebates, which don't look permanent, you are likely to have more of a
stimulator effect on spending. 

The new 10 percent bracket I thought was a very creative, innovative
thing to do.  That is not in anybody's proposals.  I thought that you could
easily throw more lower-income families into that just by changing the
income threshold of entry for that 10 percent bracket.  And those families
and those income brackets would probably spend most of the money that
they got.  You would have short-run stimulus, but also would have
changed the marginal personal income tax rate, which provides
longer-run incentive effects.  So it is a “kill two birds with one stone”
approach. 

Senator Reed.  Let me turn now to the points that Dr. Yellen and Dr.
Blinder made, and that is the notion that permanent tax cuts take on not
only an economic connotation, but a political connotation; that is, to raise
them in the future is a breach of trust, faith, whatever, which makes it
virtually impossible to do that.  But in a situation where deficits, on a
unified basis might be likely, given an underperforming economy, given
increased tax cuts that are being proposed, given increased expenses due
to the war – and I don't know anyone who has financed a war by cutting
taxes – we are likely to be headed into a unified deficit within some
quarters. 

I don't know.  I don't have my model available, Doctor.  But this goes
to the point I think you made that if we are looking for a short-run fix, the
very nature of permanent tax cuts is such that you can't tamper with them
down the road when, in fact, we might discover a year out, or two years
out that our deficit is a drag – as it was in the late 1980s, early 1990s –
and we have to change policy.  So not only from an economic sense, but
from a political sense, perhaps we might stick to short-run changes or
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changes such as those we have just talked about, Dr. Sinai, that affect
lower-income Americans who are more likely to not save, but spend.
And that is my final point. 

Dr. Blinder.  I agree with that 100 percent, and that is, in fact, what
motivated the proposal that I made.  Both in the economists' statement
that Dr. Yellen alluded to and in the two tests that I mentioned in my
testimony, right at the beginning is the notion that it should be hopefully
either 100 percent front-loaded, but if not 100 percent, drastically
front-loaded to deal with this current emergency.  If you are talking about
a permanent tax cut, you are going to see 10 percent of it or so in the first
year.  That is not what you need for a stimulus.  That thing might be a
policy you like or don't like, but it is not going to be a short-run stimulus
to the economy. 

Dr. Yellen.  I completely agree as well, Senator, with your point.  I
think it is very important that we do not enact additional long-term tax
relief that would worsen budget deficits in the out-years and worsen the
problems that we face beyond 2011, when things begin to look really bad.

Dr. Thorning.  I would like to disagree with respect to the ultimate
impact of a permanent tax cut.  I think one point that hasn't been raised
here is that if we enact tax cuts that improve productivity and increase
investment, the dynamic impact of those tax cuts as opposed to the static
Joint Tax Committee revenue estimate impact is very different.  And I
think the results that I presented in my testimony, for example, of Dr.
Sinai's simulation of some accelerated depreciation, corporate rate cuts,
capital gains rates cuts, those revenue numbers presented in that table are
dynamic.  They take account of letting all factor prices change in the
economy, let investment incentives work.  And I think if we take a look
at constructing a package that certainly will have some spending increases
of the type the panelists have mentioned, but also some direct tax cuts on
business, we will see the dynamic impact of those flowing through the
economy in the near and the long term, and it will not be a drag and not
add to the budget deficit.

Senator Reed.  Dr. Sinai, just one final point, and not directly in
response to my question, but given the assumptions that you talked about,
does your model show us going into a deficit?

Dr. Sinai.  Yes, it does, on the unified budget basis next year
anywhere from 50- to $100 billion and perhaps more the year after.  And
so that is – I am okay with that.  And I was one of the most outspoken
complainers about budget deficits in the late 1980s and early 1990s.  This
is a cyclical deficit.  The economy is really underperforming.  Lots of
other countries have the same problem.  They are going to – if you let
those deficits stop us from trying to grow the economy out of them, or do
you try to grow the economy.  We can accept them up to a point, which
is why – one of the reasons the number I presented, 125 billion in total to
150 billion, I tried to be very careful with that.  You can overdo that and
then really lock yourself into some long-run structural deficit difficulties.

Senator Reed.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Representative Saxton.  Thank you very much for being with us.
This has been a long hearing, and we thank you for your patience.  And
I think it has been a great exchange of ideas and a good conversation and
very timely for us to have it at this point.  So thank you for your
participation, and we appreciate it very much, and we look forward to
seeing you again in the future.  
[Whereupon, at 1:45 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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SUBMISSIONS FOR THE RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF
REPRESENTATIVE JIM SAXTON, CHAIRMAN

It is a pleasure to welcome Chairman Hubbard before the Joint
Economic Committee (JEC) to testify on the economic outlook. We
appreciate your appearance here today, and look forward to your
testimony. 

According to the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER),
data following the terrorist attacks indicate that the weak economy had
slipped into a recession earlier this year. Even before the events of
September 11, the available economic data indicated that the economic
slowdown that began in the middle of 2000 continued. The rate of real
GDP growth has slowed quite sharply since the second quarter of 2000,
actually falling in the third quarter of this year. The manufacturing sector
has been hard hit, losing over one million jobs since July of 2000.
Investment growth has fallen over the last several quarters, and corporate
profits are weak. 

On the other hand, housing and consumer spending have held up
fairly well. In addition, since last January the Fed has reduced interest
rates ten times, Congress has lowered the tax drag on the economy, and
energy prices are declining. Many economists had expected these factors
to lead to an economic rebound in the last half of 2001, but the attacks
have led them to forecast a delay in the recovery. 

Financial markets and the economy have been disrupted by the
terrorist attacks. The attacks have increased uncertainty, and caused a
widespread reevaluation of risk and security. Delays and higher shipping
costs in air and ground transport, additional inventory and insurance
costs, higher expenses for security personnel and equipment, fortification
of buildings and facilities, and other measures will have the effect of
imposing something like a "security tax" on an already vulnerable
economy. This burden will undermine the economy in the short run, and
could tend to adversely affect both productivity growth and the
economy's potential growth rate. 

Although the precise amount of the extra burden imposed by these
security costs is not known, it appears to be large and growing by the day.
Over the last several months, private sector economists have begun to
consider this cost issue and its potential impact on an already weak
economy. A logical policy response would be to offset these costs by
relieving some of the tax burden on the private sector. Measures to reduce
the cost of capital and address the sharp declines in business investment
are particularly needed. 

Monetary policy has addressed the economic situation with an easing
that began last January. The Fed's policy moves so far this year have
certainly provided economic stimulus, but the lags in monetary policy are
long and variable. Given the lack of inflationary pressures, prudent action
by the Federal Reserve could also contribute to improving the economic
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outlook.  However, measures to offset the security tax and improve
incentives for work effort and investment are also urgently needed to
boost economic growth. 


